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Dear Friends,

In 1916,the United States Congress spoketo the purpose ofthe National Park System. It was

“to conserve the scenery and the natural and historic objects and the wild life
therein and to provide jor the enjoyment of the same in such manner and by such
means as will leave them unimpaired for future generations” (16 USC lal).

When that was written, Mount Rainier National Park had already been protected as a national
park for 17 years, andnow, 102 years later, we are just as dedicatedto this fundamental purpose.
It is fair to saythat in the past 100 years, Americans have cared deeply about Mount Rainier and
have helped the National Park Service live up tothis mandate of 1916. Now, after nearly six
years of numerous public meetings, letters, e-mails, and informal discussions, the planning of
Mount Rainier’s future is ready for release. With your assistance, we have exhaustively analyzed
and debated the variety of options, opinions, and alternatives for managing the resources and
experience at Mount Rainier in the Draft General Management Plan / Environmental Impact
Statement. Your insights and deep knowledge of the park and its special places have been
absolutely essential in refining the Final General Management Plan. Your willingness to come
out to a public meeting, write letters, and speak out are all testimony to your interest and
commitment to the future of this park. The debate was always respectful, without rancor, and
inspirational to the planning team.

The nomal life of a general management plan is 20 years, and within that same time frame a new
generation will move from birth to voting age. They inherit the responsibility for this amazing
park and will get the chance to comment on its future when the next general management
planning cycle begins.

This Final General Management Plan has been modified on the basis ofthe comments received.
Every comment was considered carefully, and its merits and opportunities discussed in detail. We
have triedto accommodate the changes when we could, and when we could not, we have stated
why. With your help, we will soon move to the implementation of the proposals inthe final
management plan. Funding of those proposals, as well as funding to maintain what we have
today, is a continuing concermn, but with the active support of the American people, I feel assured
that the park resources and your enjoyment of Mount Rainier National Park will be “unimpaired
for future generations.”

Thank you again for you input and your participation.

ety
Jonathan B. Jarvis, Superintendent
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Final General Management Plan
Environmental Impact S tatement

Mount Rainier National Park

Pierce and Lewis Counties, Washingon

The National Park Service (NPS) developedthis Final General Management Plan / Environmental
Impact Statementto provide guidance onthe management of Mount Rainier National Park overthe
next 20 years. The plan presents and analyzes three alternatives for the long-range preservation of
natural and cultural resources and for the types and quality of visitor experiences that should be
achieved and maintained within the 235,625-acre park. The plan establishes a framework for
monitoring resource conditions and visitor experiences relative to defined, long-term goals.

The no-action altemative (altemative 1) would continue to apply the current management program. It
establishes a basis for comparingthe effects ofthe other alternatives. The preferred alternative
(alternative 2) would provide a range of high-quality visitor opportunities and improved facilities
while ensuring natural and cultural resource protection. Altemative 3 would offer a different
combination of visitor opportunities than those offered in the preferred altemative. Resource
preservation would remain a key management mandate.

This document evaluates the effects ofthe altematives on natural and cultural resources, geologic
hazards, visitor experiences, and the socioeconomic environment. Compared to the no-action
altemative, the preferred altemative would result in substantial beneficial effects on visitor
experiences, especially the quality of wilderness experiences and reduced automobile congestion in
popular visitor-use areas. This would be achieved in part by establishing a carrying capacity and
monitoring program for long-term resource preservation. Many visitors in nonwilderness areas would
perceive a benefit from reduced congestion and delays at popular destinations during peak-use periods.
Some visitors accustomed to using private vehicles at their convenience during peak-use periods
would be adversely affected by limitations on overflow parking and the need to use shuttles. Changes
in private vehicle parking facilities would only go into effect after a visitor shuttle system was in place
and ready to provide visitor service.

Compared to the no-action altemative, both the preferred alternative and alternative 3 would improve
the quality of many visitors’ experiences inthe park, and better protect natural and cultural resources
in popular wilderness and nonwilderness areas. Both alternatives would benefit visitors by offering
new opportunities, and by reducing congestion and crowding at facilities. But both alternatives would
also restrict the choices of visitors to go when and where they want during the peak-use period, which
would negatively affect some visitors. Both the preferred alternative and alternative 3 would result in
positive and negative effects on resources in localized areas, although altemative 3 would have a
relatively higher potential for negative resource effects in localized areas such asthe Westside Road.

For questions regarding this plan, contact Mr. Eric Walkinshaw, Chief of Planning, Mount Rainier
National Park, T ahoma Woods, Star Route, Ashford, WA 98304-9751 (360-589-2211 ext. 2332) or
Mr. Larry Beal, Project Manager, Denver Service Center, P.O. Box 25287, Denver, CO 80225-0287
(303-969-2545).

United States Department of the Interior « National Park Service



HOW THIS DOCUMENT IS O RGANIZED

This document has five main chapters. The“Purpose and Need for the Action” chapter explains why
the plan isnecessary and what the plan will accomplish. It provides background information about
Mount Rainier National Park and describes the park’s purposes, significance, and mission goals. In
addition, the “Purpose and Need for the Action” briefly describes the planning process and identifies
the major issues and concems this plan focuses on. It also describes the policies, directions, and
strategies of the National Park Service that have guided, and continue to guide, the management of
Mount Rainier National Park.

The “Alternatives, including the Preferred Alternative” chapter presents three alternatives for
managing Mount Rainier National Park. It also describes mitigating measures that would be taken
under each alternative to reduce the intensity of impacts and other alternatives or actions that were
considered but not analyzed in detail. This chapter concludes with two tables that present a summary
ofthe altematives and a summary oftheir impacts.

The third chapter is the “ Affe cted Environment,” which describes selected natural, geologic, and
cultural resources of the park and visitor experiences and uses. This chapter also describes the
socioeconomic conditions in the region surrounding Mount Rainier National Park. Information in this
chapter provides the context for analyzingthe impacts of the management altematives.

The “Environmental Conse quences” chapter describes the effects each alternative would have on
key park resources, visitor experiences and uses, and the socioeconomic environment in the region.

The fifth chapter, “C onsultation and Coordination,” describes the process the planningteam used to
involve the public and to consult with other agencies duringthe development of this plan. This chapter
also includes a summary of the major changes that were made to the draft document, contains copies
of letters received from govemmental agencies, tribes, and organizations, summarizes oral and written
comments on the draft plan, and provides responses to substantive comments on the draft plan.

The appendixes provide supporting information. This includes legislation related to Mount Rainier, a
description of other planning efforts in the vicinity of Mount Rainier National Park that could be
affected by this general management plan, detailed definitions ofthe management zones, examples of
potential carrying capacity indicators and standards, an evaluation of how the proposed Carbon River
boundary adjustment meets NPS criteria for boundary adjustments, information on consultation with

other agencies, and a draft statement of floodplain findings. The personnel responsible for preparing
this document are also included here.

vi




SUMMARY

The National Park Service (NPS) developed
this Final General Management Plan /
Environmental Impact Statement to provide
guidance on the management of Mount Rainier
National Park over the next 20 years. The plan
presents and analyzes three alternativesto
ensure that the park’s natural and cultural
resources would be preserved andto provide
for a high-quality visitor experiences within
the 235,625-acre park. The plan would estab-
lish a basis for decision-making in accordance
with defined, long-term goals. It also would
institute a carrying capacity framework that
would measure and monitor resource condi-
tions and visitor experiences and implement
management actionsto protect their quality.

PURPOSE AND NEED FOR A
GENERAL MANAGEMENT PLAN

The approved general management plan would
fulfill the following purposes:

e identify desired future conditions for park
resources and provide direction for natural
and cultural resource management,
interpretation and education, visitor
experiences and services, and other
programs

e establish a visitor carrying capacity
framework for the park based on physical
limitations of facilities and on visitor
experience and resource indicators and
standards

e manage the parkto protect and preserve its
natural and cultural resources, processes,
and values while recognizing their
increasing importance in the region,
nation, and world

e provide opportunities for visitors to
experience and understand the park
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environment without impairing its
resources

e maintain wilderness values and provide for
wilderness experiences

A new plan is needed to resolve issues
confrontingthe park, based on the complex
and sometimes conflicting desires of park
users and other stakeholders. As its first
priority, the National Park Service must ensure
that park resources are preserved and high-
quality visitor experiences are provided.
Withinthese mandates, this plan addresses
major issues such as vehicle congestion;
perceived overuse of wilderness; and changes
in the park infrastructure, such as flood
damage that hasresulted in closing Westside
Road and periodic closingof Carbon River
Road.

PLANNING PROCESS

This plan represents the results of planning
activities, public involvement, and assessments
of natural and cultural resource conditions and
visitor experiences. This process started in
September 1994 with the first public scoping
activities. The process revealed that any long-
term park management program needs to
address several promient concems:

e preserving wilderness values and unique
natural features

e preservingthe National Historic Landmark
District, archeological resources, and other
important cultural resources

e preserving natural processes and resources,
including plants, animals, air, water, and
threatened and endangered species

e protecting scenic resources and the natural
soundscape
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e providing opportunities for visitor
enjoyment, including the available range
and type of activities and experiences

e promoting healthy and safe conditionsto
protect people from geological hazards,
avalanches, pedestrian and vehicle
conflicts, and poor air quality

e striving for an efficient level and
magnitude of operations

e having potentially beneficial effects on
nearby communities

These concerns were expressed as 12 key
issues that included wilderness planning
issues, nonwilderness planning issues, and
planning issues associated with activities
outside the boundary. The 12 issues guided the
formation of a range of possible management
approaches. Each approach was developed,
evaluated, modified, and either retamed or
discarded from further consideration based on
its ability to meet the simultaneous demands of
protecting resources and meeting visitor’s
desires for a broad range of high-quality
recreation experiences within the park.

In addition, existing park management zones
and prescriptions were evaluatedto determine
their effectiveness in meeting park purposes
and mission goals andtheir ability to
accommodate future management. These
evaluations suggested that some management
zones and zone prescriptions should be
modified, and appropriate changes were
included in the candidate approaches.

ALTERNATIVES

The planning process produced three
altematives for long-term park management:

¢ maintain current management approaches
and strategies (alternative 1, the no-action
altemative)

viii

e provide additional visitor opportunities and
improved facilities, while ensuring natural
and cultural resource protection
(alternative 2, the preferred altemative of
the National Park Service)

e provide a limited number of new and
different visitor opportunities beyond
altemative 2, while ensuring natural and
cultural resource protection (altemative 3,
the additional visitor use altemative)

The three park management alternatives are
based on maintaining the park’s purposes and
significance; meetingthe NPS’ mission, legal
mandates, and policies; addressing park issues,
public views, visitor use pattems, and park
resource conditions; andthe abilityto be
implemented.

Alternative 1

Altemative 1, the no-action alternative (con-
tinue current management), would continue to
manage the park as it has been in the past, rely-
ing on existing plans and policies. No major
new construction or major changes would
occur, except for already approvedplansor
programs such as repairing Carbon River
Road, moving some operational facilities out
of Longmire, and constructing a new ranger
station and concession facility to replace Sun-
rise Lodge. All other existing park facilities
would be operated and maintained as they have
been. No visitor carrying capacity or other new
visitor management mitiatives would be
implemented.

Alternative 2

Altemative 2, the preferred alternative, is the
plan recommended by the National Park
Service and is the environmentally preferred
altemative. This altemative would provide a
range of high-quality visitor experiences and
improve stewardship of park resources. The
objectives ofthis alternative would be to



e reduce problems associated with vehicle
congestion and vehicle parking

e phase in an altemative visitor
transportation system (shuttles) to replace
some private vehicle use

e increase the quality and range of
opportunities of visitor experiences by
reducing congestion, improving
infrastructure, and providing information
and interpretation facilities inside and
outside ofthe park

e preserve and restore natural and cultural
resources by implementing a visitor
carrying capacity framework that would
include resource monitoring and triggers
for management actions

e change some existing management zone
boundaries to more effectively achieve the
long-term goals established by this
altemative

e maintain current management programs,
character, and objectives for all other park
aspects

A visitor carrying capacity framework for the
entire park would be established to preserve
and restore natural and cultural resources. The
framework would be based on the management
zones prescribed by the preferred altemative.
Visitor and resource experience indicators and
standards would be established for each zone
to ensure that resources were protected and
that opportunities were provided for quality
visitor experiences. Until indicators and
standards were established, the number of
parking spaces, buses, shuttles, and wilderness
campsites would determine how many people
could visit the various parts ofthe park. If
conditions were determinedto be deteriorating,
appropriate management actions would be
taken to ensure that resources and visitors’
opportunities for high-quality experiences
would not be degraded or lost.

X
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Additional opportunities would be provided for
summer and winter visitors uses. In summer,
this would include several additional picnic
sites, better mformation and interpretation
facilities, and a new campground near the
Carbon River entrance. Enhanced winter
opportunities would be associated with
plowing Mowich Lake Roadto the Paul Peak
trailhead where a new sno-park would be
designated. Improvements also would be made
tothe existing sno-park on State Route 410 at
the park boundary.

New information services would be provided
both within and outside the park. At Paradise,
the Henry M. Jackson Memorial Visitor Center
would be replaced with a smaller, more effi-
cient structure. Several multiagency welcome
centers would be established outside the park
to provide visitors with trip-planning infor-
mation before they reached the park. In
addition, measures such as changeable
message signs, information booths at outdoor
equipment stores, and daily updates on the
Intemet regarding the status of popular areas in
the park would be used to provide current
information on access to park activity areas.

To address parking and congestion problems
during peak-use periods, altemative 2 would
reduce the total number of parking spaces,
relocate some parking areas, and alter traffic
patterns in some areas. Shuttles would be
phased in to help reduce congestion, free up
parking for day-use visitors at popular activity
areas, and provide additional opportunities for
visitors to enjoy the park.

All overflow parking, including parking on
road shoulders and in spaces outside
designated parking areas, would be eliminated.
Shuttle services would be established concur-
rently with eliminating overflow parking. To
ensure that an effective visitor transportation
system would be available when limitations on
private vehicle use went into effect, limits on
parking would not occur until after a shuttle
system was operational.
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A transportation implementation plan would be
preparedto examine different options for
improving transportation in the park. This plan
would focus on the operation of shuttles in the
park, including incentives to encourage visitors
to use the shuttles. The shuttles would be
phased in over time and would serve different
locations in the park, including the Westside
Road, Mowich Lake, Sunrise, and Carbon
River in the summer, and Longmire and
Paradise inthe summer and winter. After
overflow parking was eliminated, shuttles
would be the only means of visitor access to
Sunrise when the parking lots were full.
Shuttle service to Paradise would be estab-
lished in cooperation with communities and
regional authorities.

Two changes would be made at Paradise. On a
trial basis, the flow of traffic would be
reversed on the Paradise Valley Road in the
summer to determine if this improves the
visitor experience. The Paradise parking area
also would be reconfigured to improve
efficiency while ensuring compatibility with
the National Historic Landmark District.

To reduce sediment runoff into nearby waters,
vehicles would not be allowed closer than 0.5
mile to Mowich Lake. Parallel parking spaces
for vehicles would be provided along the
road’s shoulders.

Visitors could continue driving private motor
vehicles on the Carbon River Road until a
major stretch of road washes out. After that,
the road would be closed to private motor
vehicles, but hikers and bikers could use the
roadbed.

The National Park Service would pursue a
boundary adjustment west of the Carbon River
entrance. The inclusion of about 1,063 acres in
this area would provide for anew campground,
picnic area, and support/administrative
facilities, and would protect the river corridor.

Alternative 3

Altemative 3 would have many similarities to
the preferred altemative. These would include
establishing a visitor carrying capacity
framework, providing shuttles, coordinating
shuttle services with the elimination of
overflow parking, improving interpretive
facilities, providing information to visitors
before they arrived at the park, implementing a
boundary adjustment with new facilities near
the Carbon River entrance, and establishing
several multiagency welcome and information
centers.

The Henry M. Jackson Memorial Visitor
Center would be rehabilitated to meet
minimum code requirements andto improve
the visitor experience.

Some of the summertime differences from
altemative 2 would include adding parking
facilities at Mowich Lake and Paradise. The
shuttle system configuration would be similar
tothat of the preferred alternative, except that
there would be no shuttle service to Mowich
Lake and along the Westside Road, andthe
shuttle service to White River and Sunrise
would be at a lower level than in the preferred
altemative.

Westside Road would be openedto high-
clearance private vehicles in the summer.

The last 0.75 mile of the road to Mowich Lake
would be surfaced to reduce erosion. Parallel
parking spaces would be provided alongthe
road, and the camping area at Mowich Lake
would be reconfigured to use the space more
efficiently.

During the winter, State Route 410 would be
plowed tothe White River entrance and State
Route 123 would be plowed to the Grove of
the Patriarchs. The National Park Service
would work with the state to establish sno-
parks at both of these sites. In addition, winter
visitors would be able to drive high-clearance



vehicles up Westside Road to Tahoma Vista or
the snow line.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSHQ UENCES

Each alternative was evaluated to determine its
effects on natural resources, effects related to
geologic hazards, and effects on cultural
resources, visitor experience, and the socio-
economic environment. Both adverse and
beneficial impacts were identified. A summary
of impacts associated with each altemative is
provided in table 8.The most substantial (that
is, the major and moderate) impacts are sum-
marized below. If aresource category (such as
natural resources or socioeconomic environ-
ment) is not discussed, it is because it would
not result in major or moderate impacts.

Relatively few major and moderate adverse
impacts would be associated with the alter-
natives. This would occur because the National
Park Service isrequired to avoid, minimize,
and mitigate potential project impactsto the
greatest extent possible during the planning
and implementation processes so that
substantial adverse impacts would not occur to
park resources and visitor experiences.

Alternative 1

Natural Resources. Most changes to natural
resources would result from the expected
increase in visitor use ofthe park over the life
ofthe plan. However, no major, adverse
impacts would be anticipated. The alternative
would be unlikely to adversely affect special
status species or their habitats. Moderate, long-
term adverse impacts on vegetation and soils
would continue in high use areas from such
actions as trampling, soil compaction, and
erosion in high-use areas. Minorto moderate
adverse impacts on floodplain values would
continue in several sections of floodplains.

Geological Hazards. Major to negligible long-
term adverse impacts would occur as increas-
ing numbers of visitors were exposedto
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hazards from volcanic events, rockfalls, and
avalanches.

Cultural Resources. The altemative would
have no substantial or unmitigated adverse
effects on the park’s cultural resources.

Visitor Experience. During summer weekends
and holidays, major adverse impacts would
occur in the most popular areas (i.e., Paradise,
Longmire, and Sunrise) because of traffic
congestion, lack of parking, and crowded
facilities. In parts ofthe wilderness area,
increased numbers of users could result in
minor to moderate adverse effects, particularly
near developed areas and trailheads and along
populartrails and climbing routes.

Alternative 2

Natural Resources. No major adverse impacts
would be expected. The alternative would be
unlikely to adversely affect special status
species ortheir habitats. Minorto moderate
long-term benefits to vegetation, soil, and
wildlife would be expected from implementing
the carrying capacity framework and new
management zones. A minor to moderate long-
term beneficial effect would result from
preservation of forest lands through the
inclusion of about 1,063 acres of land along
the Carbon River withinthe park boundary.

Geological Hazards. As with alternative 1,
majorto negligible long-term adverse impacts
would occur, with increasing numbers of
visitors exposed to geological hazards.

Cultural Resources. The altemative would
have no adverse effects on cultural resources.
Long-term beneficial effects on the National
Historic Landmark District would result
because alternative 2 would limit ntrusive
development withinthe district and provide
continuity with the district’s historic archi-
tectural character. Actions that would
contributeto the beneficial effects would
include the elimmnation of overflow parking
and the redesign of the Paradise parking area
and traffic circulation.
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Visitor Experience. The visitor experience in
wilderness areas would have a moderate long-
term beneficial effect because the alternative
would improve the maintenance of wilderness
values and help ensure a quality wilderness
experience. In nonwilderness areas, there
would be a majorto moderate long-term
beneficial effect from reduced vehicle and
parking congestion and less crowding during
peak-use periods. Improved interpretation and
information services would provide a major
long-term benefit to the quality of the visitor
experience. Adverse impacts on the visitor
experience would be largely mitigated by
providing shuttle services and advance
information programs to minimize delays and
inconveniences. However, if the Carbon River
Road were closed due to a major washout,
there would be a moderateto major adverse
impact on many visitors’ experiences.

Alternative 3

Natural Resources. Alternative 3 would have
similar effects on natural resources as
altemative 2, except that there would be minor
to moderate adverse impacts from opening the
Westside Roadto private motor vehicles. This
altemative also would likely have the potential
to adversely affect northem spotted owls that
might occupy nest sites close to sections of
State Route 410 during spring snow-plowing
periods.
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Geological Hazards. As with alternative 1,
majorto negligible long-term adverse impacts
would occur, with increasing numbers of

visitors exposedto geological hazards. Unlike
the other alternatives, there would be a
moderate to major adverse impact due to
opening State Route 410 to winter use and
increasing the exposure of people to
avalanches.

Cultural Resources. This alternative would
have the same beneficial effects on cultural
resources that would occur with altemative 2.

Visitor Experience. The effects on visitor
experience would not vary substantially from
those described for altemative 2.

Impairment of Park Resources and Values

After analyzing the environmental impacts
described in the altematives and public com-
ments received, the National Park Service has
determined that none of the actions in the
altematives being considered would result in
an impairment to Mount Rainier National
Park’s resources and values.
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INTRODUCTION

Mount Rainier National Park was recognized
as a significant area whenthe United States
Congress established it asthe nation’s fifth
national park in 1899. Subsequent congres-
sional actions included the designation of
about 97% of the park’s 235,625 acres as
wilderness (1988) and the establishment of the
Mount Rainier National Historic Landmark
District, a 1,700-acre area that encompasses
mogt of the park’s historic developed areas
(1997). The park’s outstanding wilderness
values, natural and cultural resources, and
remarkable scenic characteristics were and
continue to be its signature features.

PURPOSE OF THE PLAN

The approved general management plan would
fulfill the following purposes:

e Identify desired future conditions for park
resources and provide direction for natural
and cultural resource management,
interpretation and education, visitor
services, and other programs.

e Identify strategies for resolving issues
within the context of regional, national,
and global trends.

e Fulfill the requirements of the National
Parks and Recreation Act of 1978 (PL 95-
625), which requires the National Park
Service to prepare and revise general
management plans in a timely manner for
each unit of the national park system.

NEED FOR THE PLAN

A new general management plan is needed to
address issues and concems confrontingthe

park, to ensure that park resources are
preserved, andto provide opportunities for a
diversity of quality visitor experiences inthe
21% century. The Mount Rainier National Park
Master Plan (NP S 1974) was prepared more
than a quarter century ago, and did not
anticipate several major issues, particularly
congestion at Paradise, Sunrise, and other
areas. Visitors have also been affected by
recent changes in the park infrastructure, such
as flood damage that has resulted inthe closing
of Westside Road and periodic closingof
Carbon River Road. An updatedplan also is
needed to address other issues and concerns
associated with changes in land uses and
developments extemal tothe park, increased
knowledge regarding geologic hazards, and
increased regional growth.

The changes in surrounding areas, together
with changes in the park and in management
approaches being followed by the National
Park Service (NPS), have affected park
resources and the diversity of experiences
offered at Mount Rainier National Park. The
specific issues and key decision points for this
document are described in more detail inthe
“Scope ofthis Document” section in this
“Purpose of and Need for the Action.”

This Final General Management Plan /
Environmental Impact Statement includes
revisions that were made in the preferred
altemative andthe other altematives in
response to public comments on the draft
document. A minimum of 30 days after this
document is published, the National Park
Service will select and approve the final plan
and publish a record of decision in the Federal
Register. The plan will then be implemented.



PLANNING BACKGROUND

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF THE PARK
AND ITS REGIONAL CONTEXT

Mount Rainier National Park encompasses
235,625 acres in west-central Washington, on
the westem slope of the Cascade Range.
Eighty-three percent (196,181 acres) of the
park lies within Pierce County, and 17%
(39,444 acres) is in Lewis County. The park’s
northem boundary is approximately 65 miles
southeast of the Seattle-T acoma metropolitan
area and 65 miles west of Yakima (see
Vicinity map). The elevations of the park
extend from about 1,700 feet above sea level to
14411 feet at the summit of Mount Rainier.

The focal point of the park is a towering,
snow- and ice-covered volcano, which is a
prominent landmark in the Pacific Northwest.
The base of the volcano spreads over an area
of about 100 square miles. The 26 major
glaciers on the mountain cover 35 square
miles, constituting the largest single-mountain
glacial system in the contiguous 48 states.
Mount Rainier is also the second most
seismically active, and the most hazardous
volcano in the Cascade Range.

The park’s rugged, precipitous topography
consists mainly of peaks and valleys. The
flanks of the mountain are drained by five
major rivers and their tributaries. Each major
river occupies a deep canyon with floors that
are 1,000 to 3,000 feet belowthe adjacent
divides. Valley floor gradients are steep and
increase markedly upstream, especially in
Tahoma Creek, North and South Puyallup
Rivers, and Mowich River. The mountain’s
summit towers 9,000to 11,000 feet above
valley floors only 3 to 6 miles away. Besides
the glaciers, other water resources in the park
include 470 mapped rivers and streams, 382
mapped lakes and ponds, more than 2,500
acres of wetland, numerous waterfalls, and
mineral springs.

The park hasthree major ecological zones:

e Generally above treeline (about 6,000 feet
in elevation) isthe upper mountain or
alpine zone, consisting of snow, ice, rock,
and fragile alpine vegetation. This zone
covers approximately 19% of the park.

e From about 5,000 feet elevation to treeline
is the subalpine zone, which is
characterized by scattered stands of
subalpine fir and meadows with grass and
heather. This zone, which covers
approximately 23% of the park, isthe
portion ofthe wilderness most frequented
by visitors.

e From the park boundariestothe subalpine
meadows is the forest zone, which occu-
pies approximately 58% of the park. The
forest zone, which is dominated by west-
ern hemlock, silver fir, Douglas-fir, and
western red cedar, includes mog of the
developed facilities.

The park’s vegetation is diverse, reflectingthe
varied climatic and environmental conditions
encountered across the park’s 12,700-foot
elevation gradient. Approximately 890
vascular plant species and more than 250 non-
vascular plant species have been identified in
the park. Mount Rainier also provides habitat
for many wildlife species, including
approximately 300 species of native birds,
mammals, reptiles, amphibians, and fish.

In addition to its natural wonders, the national
park has along history of human activities.
The area was used by Native Americans for
hunting and gathering, as well as for spiritual
and ceremonial purposes. In the early 20th
century miners, climbers, andtourists, among
others, came into the area. The establishment
of the park, and subsequent planning and
development for visitor use and landscape
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protection, constitutes an important chapter in
the development of the American park idea. As
a result, Mount Ramier National Park hasrich
and diverse cultural resources, including pre-
historic and historic archeological resources,
historic structures, and cultural landscapes.

Congress recognized the special nature of
Mount Rainier when it establishedthe area as a
national park on March 2, 1899. It was the na-
tion’s fifth national park. In 1963, the approxi-
mately 210-acre outlying T ahoma Woods area
was set aside for park and visitor support
facilities. Congress also recognized the wilder-
ness values of the park, and in 1988 designated
about 97% of the park asthe Mount Rainier
Wilderness.

Most developed areas in the park are of
national significance and are included in the
comprehensive Mount Rainier National
Historic Landmark District, which was
designated in 1997. The National Historic
Landmark District sets Mount Rainier National
Park apart asthe best andmost complete
example of the conception and idea of the
American national park as it was embodied
and implemented through the master planning
of the early 20" century.

Mount Rainier National Park’s scenic land-
scapes — including the dense lower forests,
the magnificent display of subalpine wild-
flowers, and the mountain itself — have
attracted people for generations. T he mountain
is a destination for snow and ice climbers
throughout the world. About 2 million people
visit the park annually, with most visitation
(75%) occurring between June and September.

REGIONAL CONTEXT

Mount Rainier National Park is approximately
65 miles from the rapidly growing Seattle-
Tacoma metropolitan area.

Planning Background

As shown in the Park Vicinity and Adjacent
Land Ownership map, most of Mount Rainier
National Park is bordered by the following
national forest lands:

e Mount Baker-Snoqualmie National Forest
tothe southwest, northwest, and northeast

e Wenatchee National Forest to the east and
southeast

e Gifford Pinchot National Forest tothe
south

Portions ofthe Mount Baker-Snoqualmie
National Forest borderingthe park are
administered by the Wenatchee and Gifford
Pinchot National Forests.

The following four national forest wilderness
areas share common boundaries with Mount
Rainier:

o (Clearwater Wilderness (14,598 acres)

e William O. Douglas Wilderness (166,603
acres)

e Tatoosh Wildemess (15,700 acres)
e (lacier View Wilderness (3,080 acres)

These congressionally designated wilderness
areas, which are also called “Congressionally
Reserved Areas” under the Northwest Forest
Plan (USFS and BLM 1994b) are managed by
surrounding national forest districts under the
Wilderness Act of 1964.

Outside of the wilderness areas, the national
forests provide both developed and dispersed
recreational facilities. Developed facilities
include campgrounds and day-use picnic areas.
Mountain bikes and off-road vehicles are
permitted along designated road and trail
corridors. No new trails, campgrounds, or
other recreational facilities are currently being
proposed for any of the forests surrounding the
park, withthe exception of Crystal Mountain
ski resort. The nationally known Pacific Crest
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Trail, which extends from Californiato
Canada, passes in and out of the park’s eastern
wilderness boundary and the contiguous
national forest’s westem wilderness boundary
alongthe crest of the Cascades.

The designation of spotted owl habitat on
forest lands surrounding Mount Rainier
National Park, along with increased regional
recreation demands, have greatly reduced
timber harvesting activities in large areas of
the national forests. However, logging con-
tinues to occur around the park, up to its
boundary in places. Most of the bordering
nonwilderness forest lands are classified by the
U.S. Forest Service as “late successional
reserves,” which are being managed over the
longterm to protect and enhance late-
successional and old-growth forest character-
istics, including habitat for the northem spotted
owl. Although thinning and silvicultural treat-
ments are allowed in these national forest
reserves, they may occur only in stands up to
80 years of age and only if the treatments are
determinedto be beneficial to the creation and
maintenance of late-successional forest
conditions.

“Matrix lands,” as defined by the Northwest
Forest Plan (USFS and BLM 1994b), are
national forest areas where most timber harvest
and other silvicultural activities are conducted.
The matrix lands do not include forested and
nonforested areas that may be technically
unsuited for timber production. Matrix lands
are scattered along or near the southwest,
northwest, and northeast comers of the park,
and are adjacent to the Mather Memorial
Parkway.

Private lands are located alongthe park’s
western boundary in Pierce County. Ramier
Timber Company, LLC, owns about 120,000
acres of land near the westem park boundary.
Plum Creek owns three sections of productive
timberland near the northern and westem
boundaries of the park.

THE PLANNING PROCESS

General management planning for Mount
Rainier National Park is guided by the major
elements of park planning and decision-
making prescribed by the National Environ-
mental Policy Act (NEPA) and other federal
laws, as well as by NP S policies. Several
scoping meetings were held in surrounding
communities in 1994 to identify the public’s
concerns about major issues facing the park.
At about the same time, the planning team
developed statements regarding the park’s
purposes and significance. These statements
have served as the parameters for all
subsequent planning.

Once the issues were understood, the planning
team defined prescriptive management zones
and a list of goals statements that describe
what the park should look like in 20 years. The
zones were applied in different summer and
winter configurations for the wilderness (back-
country) and nonwilderness (frontcountry)
portions of the park. The team assessed and
presented the general consequences for each
configuration tothe public for review, and
used the public input to establish the new goals
for the park.

After goals and potential management zones
had been identified, several draft management
altematives were developed for the park.
Because use of the park varies by season, these
altematives were divided into summer and
winter actions. Initially, four alternatives were
developed by the planning team, including a
no action (continue current management)
altemative, as required by NEPA. The
preliminary altematives were presented during
public meetings in September 1997.

After the initial four alternatives had been
defined, a preferred altemative was developed.
This involved evaluating the four preliminary
altematives using an objective analysis process
called “choosing by advantages.” This process
evaluatedthe preliminary action alternatives



by identifying and comparingthe relative
advantages of each according to a set of goals
and facts. The planning team comparedthe
benefits or advantages of each alternative for
each of the following areas:

e preserving wilderness values and
conditions

e preservingthe national historic landmark
district, archeological resources, and other
important cultural resources

e preserving natural processes and resources,
including plants, animals, air, water, and
threatened or endangered species

e protecting scenic resources and natural
soundscapes

e providing opportunities for visitor
enjoyment, including offering a range in
typesof activities and experiences, the
ability of the parkto accommodate
demand for these opportunities, and the
convenience, type, and location of
information, orientation, and interpretation

e promoting healthy conditions to keep
people safe from geologic hazards,
avalanches, pedestrian-vehicle conflicts,
and concentrated campfire smoke and
vehicle exhaust

e providing an efficient level and magnitude
of operations

e having potentially beneficial effects on
nearby communities

This comparison helped the planning team
determine the actions that would present the
greatest advantages to the resources andthe
public.

The costs of implementing each proposal were
also considered. These ncluded both the costs
related to any new development andthe cost of
operating and maintaining the facilities for 25
years.

Planning Background

The relationships between the advantages and
costs of each alternative were established. This
information was used to combinethe “best”
attributes of the four mitial altematives into the
preferred altemative. This altemative provides
the National Park Service with the greatest
overall benefits for each point listed above, for
the most reasonable costs.

Based on further analysis, two of the initial
altematives were dropped because there were
very few differences in the management
directions and zoning strategies compared to
the other alternatives. Further adjustments
were made to the altematives after park staff
reviews.

The three alternatives presented in this
document present different options for
managing Mount Rainier National Park:

e ano-action alternative (continue current
management), as required by the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)

e the preferred altemative

e an altemativethat would provide more
opportunities for visitors to use the park in
different waysthan in the preferred
altemative

This Final General Management Plan /
Environmental Impact Statement includes
revisions that were made in the preferred
altemative and the other alternatives in
response to public comments on the draft
document. A minimum of 30 days after this
final environmental impact statement is
published, the National Park Service will
prepare arecord of decision in which the final
plan will be approved. After the regional
director signsthe record of decision and it is
published in the Federal Register, the park
staff will begin implementingthe general
management plan.



DIRECTION FOR THE PLAN

The direction forthe alternatives considered in
this Final General Management Plan /
Environmental Impact Statement is based on
the description of the park’s purpose and
significance, as well as other applicable
policies and laws. The purpose of the park, as
stated below, describes why Mount Rainier
was set aside as a national park. The signifi-
cance section describesthe unique qualities
that make the park a special place. Other
legislative mandates help to further define
parameters of how planning should be done
and certain elements that the management plan
must address.

PARK PURPOSES

The purposes of Mount Rainier National Park
are stated in the legislation establishingthe

park and the legislation govemingthe National
Park Service (see the box below and appendix
A). Mount Rainier National Park isto be
managed

e toprotect and preserve its natural and
cultural resources, processes, and values,
while recognizingtheir increasing
importance in the region, the nation, and
the world

e to provide opportunities for visitors to
experience and understand the park
environment without impairing its
resources to maintain wilderness values

e to provide for wilderness experiences

natural condition”

provided by Congress.”

Mount Rainier National Park Enabling Legislation and the NPS Organic Act

Congress established Mount Rainier National Park on March 2, 1899. The legislation states that the park is
set apart as a public park for the benefit and enjoyment ofthe people. The park was placed under the
exclusive control of the secretary ofthe interior, who was given authority to

“make and publish . . . rules and regulations . . . [to] provide for the preservation from injury or
spoliation ofall timber, mineral deposits, natural curiosities, or wonders . . . and their retention in their

“grant parcels of ground [for] the erection of buildings for the accommodation ofvisitors”
“provide against the wanton destruction of the fish and game found within the park”

Mount Rainier National Park is also administered under the provisions of the National Park Service’s
Organic Act 0f 1916, which specifies that units of the national park system are managed “to conserve the
scenery and the natural and historic objects and the wild life therein” and “ to provide for the enjoyment of
the same in such manner and by such means as will leave them unimpaired for the enjoyment of future
generations” (16 USC 1). The Redwoods Act of 1978 amended the Organic Act to state that the
management o fnational park units shall not“be exercised in derogation ofthe values and purposes for
which these areas have been established, except as may have been or shall be directly and specifically

10



PARK SIGNIFICANCE

Mount Rainier’s significance and unique
characteristics are described below:

At aheight of 14,411 feet, Mount Rainier is
the highest volcanic peak in the contiguous
United States. It reaches into the upper
atmosphere to disturb great tides of eastward
moving Pacific maritime air, resulting in
spectacular cloud formations, prodigious

amounts of rain, and record-setting
snowfalls.

As a part ofthe Pacific Ring of Fire, Mount
Rainier is an outstanding example of
Cascade volcanism.

Mount Rainier hasthe largest alpine glacial
system in the contiguous United States.

Mount Rainier’s eruptions and mudflows
continue to shape the park and are a con-
tinual threat to park visitors, employees, and
surrounding lowland communities.

Because of its great elevation range and
extensive glacial systems, Mount Rainier
offers outstanding opportunities to study
how biological communities respond to
climatic change

The park contains outstanding examples of
diverse vegetation communities, ranging
from old-growth forest to subalpine
meadows and ancient alpine heather.

The park is a vital remnant of the once
widespread primeval Cascade ecosystem
and provides habitat for many species
representative ofthe region’s flora and
fauna.

As urban development expands, the park
continues to be a large island of protected
open space where ecosystem processes
dominate.

11
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The park’s comprehensive national historic
landmark district — a cultural landscape
district including buildings, roads, Wonder-
land and Northem Loop trails, and other
landscape structures — isthe most
significant and complete example of NPS
master planning and park development in
the first half ofthe 20th century.

The developed areas of Mount Rainier
contain some of the nation’s best examples
of “NPS Rustic” style architecture of the
1920s and 1930s.

Called by some Native American groups
“the place where rivers begin,” Mount
Rainier’s watersheds nourish plant and
animal communities in the park, extendto
the valleys below, and remain an important
source of water for the Puget Sound region.

Mount Rainier, visible throughout the
region, is a continuing source of inspiration
to people. This quality contributed to the
establishment of the national park in 1899.
The mountain is a prominent icon that
continues to shape the physical environment
and human experience in the Pacific
Northwest.

For many generations, Pacific Northwest
Native American tribes have been inspired
by Mount Rainier’s grandeur and massive
prominence in the Cascades region. At least
five contemporary, descendant tribes —the
Nisqually, Muckleshoot, Puyallup, Yakama,
and Cowlitz — are associated with
traditional uses of Mount Rainier. These
peoples are modem representatives of broad
regional ancestry that lived in and used
lowland and mountain terrain in the vicinity
of Mount Rainier. The resources of the park
are important to the contemporary Native
American tribes, providing spiritual and
cultural sustenance.
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e The park offersrecreational and educational
opportunities in a wide range of scenic
settings, including wildflower meadows,
glaciers, and rainforests, all in a relatively
compact area that is easily accessible to a
large urban population.

e Mount Rainier’sterrain and weather
conditions offer world-class climbing
opportunities that have tested the skills of
climbers for more than a century.

PARKMISSION

The National Park Service has developed the
following mission statement for Mount Rainier
National Park:

Together we preserve, for fiture genera-
tions, the natural and cultural resources in
Mount Rainier National Park.

Through a variety ofhigh quality park
experiences, we promote park values,
personal connections, and responsibility for
the environment in our local and global
communities.

With integrity, teamwork, pride, and
motivation, we demonstrate environmental
leadership and deepen our understanding o f
the park’s ecosystems. We value our diverse
range ofindividual contributions by
showing respect and concern for each other
and the park.

The Mountain inspires stewardship. Its
protection and preservation is our legacy.

MISSION GOALS FOR THE PARK

Mission goals for the park are statements of
desired future conditions. Goals have been
developed for resource stewardship and
protection, access and enjoyment, education and
interpretation, proactive leadership, science and
research, and professionalism.
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Resource Stewardship and Protection

The primary responsibility of the National Park
Service is the protection of park resources from
internal and extemal impairment.

Goal 1: The natural and cultural resources and
associated values of Mount Rainier National
Park are protected, restored, and maintained in
good condition and managed within their
broader ecosystem and cultural context.

Goal 2: Mount Rainier National Park
contributes to knowledge about natural and
cultural resources and associated values;
management decisions are based on adequate
scholarly and scientific information.

Access and Enjoyment

The park will be managed to provide the
nation’s diverse public with accessto and
recreational and educational enjoyment of the
lessons contained in Mount Rainier National
Park, while maintaining unimpaired those
unique attributes that are its contribution to the
national park system.

Goal 1: Visitors safely enjoy and are satisfied
with the availability, accessibility, diversity, and
quality of park facilities, services, and
appropriate recreational opportunities at Mount
Rainier National Park.

Goal 2: Gateway communities are encouraged
to provide services and facilities that assist
visitors in enjoying and understanding park
values and that minimize impacts on park
resources.

Education and Interpretation

It is the responsibility ofthe National Park

Service to interpret and convey the contributions
of each park unit and the park system as a whole
tothe nation’s values, character, and experience.



Goal 1: Stimulate visitor appreciation of park
resources; respect for values; understanding of
management policies; and safe, acceptable
recreation through onsite interpretive services.

Goal 2: Impart an understanding and appreci-
ation of the National Park Service values,
management policies, diversity of park system
resources, and environmental stewardship to all
segments of the population through education
outreach.

Proactive Leadership

The National Park Service must be a leader in
local, national, and intemational park affairs,
actively pursuing the National Park Service
mission and assisting others in managing their
park resources and values.

Goal 1:Promote and foster partnerships with
individuals and groups who affect or are affected
by the park.

Goal 2: Build public support for park
management policies and environmental
stewardship through leading by example.

Goal 3: Demonstrate the park’s commitment to
environmental stewardship by offering and
sharing expertise and capabilities of park staff to
extemal organizations and communities.

Science and Research

The National Park Service must engage in a
sustained and integrated program of natural,
cultural, and social science resource manage-
ment and research aimed at acquiring and using
the information needed to manage and protect
park resources.

Goal 1: Establish and maintain inventory and
long-term monitoring programs for measuring
the status and health of the park’s natural,
cultural, and social resources.

13
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Goal 2: Establish aproactive research program
responsive to park management needs and
providing sound scientific informationthat
affords greater insight into natural resource
components, systems, and processes.

Professionalism

The National Park Service must create and
maintain a highly professional organization and
diverse workforce.

Goal 1: Define, create, and mamtain an
organization that will enhance efficiency,
effectiveness, and accountability.

Goal 2: Create and maintain a diverse and
dynamic motivated work force that meets the
highest standards of professionalism and is
dedicated to the mission ofthe National Park
Service.

GUIDING MANAGEMENT
PRINCIPLES AND STRATEGIES

Federal laws and park policies affect the man-
agement of Mount Rainier National Park.
Federal mandates such asthe Endangered
Species Act, the Wilderness Act, the National
Historic Preservation Act,the National
Environmental Policy Act, and Executive Orders
11988 (“Floodplain Management”) and 11990
(“Protection of Wetlands™), affect what can and
cannot be done at Mount Rainier National Park.
Many NP S policies and goals, identified in NP S
Management Policies (NPS 2001a), and the
“Strategic Plan” (NP S 2000b), also determine
many of the actions taken by the park staffin
natural and cultural resources management, use
ofthe wilderness area, development of park
facilities, and visitor use management. These
laws and policies would continue to guide
management under all ofthe alternatives
described in this document.

Listed below are a number of guiding principles
and strategies, based on mandates and NP S
policies, which would continue to shapethe way



P URPOSE OF AND NEED FOR THE A CTION

in which Mount Rainier is managed under the
altematives being considered inthisplan. All of
the altematives support the purposes and
significance of Mount Rainier National Park.
Some of these principles and strategies describe
approaches the park staff is currently taking.
Other principles and strategies are not currently
being implemented but are consistent with NP S
policy, are not controversial, and their
implementation would require no additional
analysis under the National Environmental
Policy Act.

Ecosystem Management

Ecosystem management is a collaborative approach
to natural and cultural resource management that
integrates scientific knowledge ofecological
relationships with resource stewardship practices
for the goal of sustainable ecological, cultural, and
socioeconomic systems.

Approachesto ecosystem management are
varied and occur at many levels. Achieving the
desired future conditions stated in this plan for
park resources requires that a regional perspec-
tive be considered, recognizingthat actions
taken on lands surrounding the park directly and
indirectly affect the park. Many of thethreats to
park resources, such as invasive species and air
pollution, come from outside ofthe park
boundaries, requiring an ecosystem approach to
understand and manage the park’s natural
resources.

Imperative in this effort is understanding the
health or condition of the ecosystem. Key
indicators of resource or system conditions must
be identified and monitored (see below).

Cooperation, coordination, negotiation, and
partnerships with agencies and neighbors are
also crucial to meeting or maintaining desired
future conditions for the park while recognizing
the need to accommodate multiple uses on a
regional scale. This approach to ecosystem
management may involve many parties (e.g., the
National Park Service’s involvement withthe
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Northwest Forest Plan and the collaborative
decision-making process involving regional air
quality negotiations) or cooperative
arrangements with state agencies or tribes to
obtain a better understanding of transboundary
issues (e.g., elk andnorthem spotted owl
population dynamics).

Mount Rainier is managed holigtically as part of
a greater ecological, social, economic, and
cultural system. T he following strategies will
allow the National Park Service to provide
leadership in resource stewardship and con-
servation of ecosystem values within and outside
the park. These strategies will allow for good
relations to be maintained with adjacent
landowners, surrounding communities, and
private and public groups that affect, and are
affected by, the park. The strategies will also
allow the park to be managed proactively to
resolve external issues and concems to ensure
park values are not compromised.

e The National Park Service will continue to
seek cooperative agreements with the U.S.
Forest Service and other adjacent land
management agencies to protect ecosystem
habitat and wildlife corridors.

e Thepark staff will continue to develop
cooperative agreements, partnerships, and
other feasible arrangementsto set an
example in resource conservation and
innovation, andto facilitate research related
to park resources and their management.

e Communication protocols will be developed
with regional recreation land managers,
tribes, transportation providers, tourism
boards, and other applicable organizations to
let them know when high use levels are
occurring at the park. These protocols will
help alert visitors to conditions at the park,
and what other options are available, before
they arrive, and alert the above
organizations that they may be affected as
well.



e  When feasible, partnerships will be sought
with other public agencies in sharing office
space, orientation and contact stations, and
employee housing.

e The park staff will work collaboratively with
the landowners alongthe road corridors
leading tothe park, including the U.S. Forest
Service, Native American tribes, Washing-
ton State Departments of Natural Resources
and Transportation, municipalities and
communities, counties, timber companies,
and other businesses, to protect the view-
shed leading into the park. A variety of
techniques could be used to protect the
visual, natural, and cultural resources along
the roads, including cooperative agreements,
conservation easements, donations, and land
exchanges. Cooperatively produced manage-
ment plans may be produced, which exam-
ine the future ofthe corridors and set guide-
lines for future uses and development.

Relations with Private and Public
Organizations, O wners of Adjacent
Land, and Governmental Agencies

As noted above, Mount Rainier National Park —
socially, politically, ecologically, and historic-
ally — is part of a greater area. The National
Park Service must consider how its actions in
Mount Rainier affect the surrounding environ-
ment and society. For instance, the management
of'the park influences local economies through
tourism expenditures and the goods and services
the Park Service purchasesto support park
operations.

To ensure that the National Park Service main-
tains good relations with landowners and com-
munities surrounding Mount Ranier National
Park, andto ensure that the park is managed
proactively to resolve external issues and con-
cerns, the following strategies will be
implemented:

e The park staff will continue to establish and
foster partnerships with public and private
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organizations to achieve the purposes and
mission of the park. Partnerships will be
sought for resource protection, research,
education, visitor enjoyment, visitor access,
and corridor management purposes.

To foster a spirit of cooperation with
neighbors and encourage compatible
adjacent land uses, the park staff will keep
landowners, land managers, tribes, local
governments, and the public informed about
park management activities. Periodic con-
sultations will occur with landowners and
communities who are affected by, or
potentially affected by park visitors and
management actions. Park staff will respond
promptly to conflicts that arose over their
activities, visitor access, and proposed activ-
ities and developments on adjacent lands
that could affect Mount Rainier. Park
managers will seek agreements with land-
owners to encourage their lands to be man-
aged in a manner compatible with park
purposes. Park staff also will seek ways to
give landowners technical and management
assistance to address issues of mutual
interest.

The National Park Service will work closely
with local, state, and federal agencies and
tribal governments whose programs affect,
or are affected by, activities in Mount
Rainier. The park staff will continue to
coordinate with local, state, and federal
agencies. In particular, park managers will
maintain a close working relationship with
the U.S. Forest Service, whose lands abut
much of the park,to meet mutual manage-
ment needs. Park managers also will pursue
cooperative regional planning whenever
possible to integratethe park into issues of
regional concern.

The park staff will work with national forest
managers and owners of adjacent properties
to encourage the adoption of timber prac-
tices in lands surrounding the park that
protect resource values. These practices may



include longer rotations in timber cuts,
uneven aged cuts, no-cut buffers in
riparian areas, leaving snags and downed
logs, and maintaining vegetation on
ridgetops.

Relationships with Native Americans

The National Park Services recognizes that
Mount Rainier has longoccupied a prominent
position for American Indian people in the
Pacific Northwest. The park staff will work to
ensure that traditional Native American ties to
the mountain are recognized and will striveto
maintain positive, productive, government-to-
government relationships with tribes culturally
affiliated with Mount Rainier. The viewpoints
and needs oftribes will continue to be re-
spected, and issues that arise will be promptly
addressed. Native American values will be
considered in the management and operation
of'the park.

Legal Background. Federally recognized
tribes are sovereign govemments. At least five
federally recognized tribes have traditional
association with Mount Rainier — the Muckle-
shoot Indian Tribe, the Puyallup Tribe of
Indians, the Nisqually Indian Tribe, the Cow-
litz Indian Tribe, and the Yakama Indian
Nation. Today’s names were assigned by the
United States territorial government in con-
junction with the signing ofthe Medicine
Creek, Point Elliott, and Yakama Treaties in
1854 and 1855, grouped as the Stevens
Treaties after then Governor Isaac Stevens.
The namesreflect specific geographic loca-
tions associated withthe tribes at the time of
the treaties. The Yakama Nation is considered
in the Treaty withthe Yakama (1855), the
Nisqually and Puyallup inthe Treaty of Medi-
cine Creek (1854), and the Muckleshoot within
boththe Medicine Creek Treaty and the Treaty
of Point Elliott (1855). The Cowlitztribe did
not sign atreaty, although they were present at
the negotiations of the Chehalis River Treaty
of 1855. Thesetreaties establish certain rights

16

and privileges in thetribes, which have
occasionally been interpreted through litigation
(e.g., United Statesv. State of Washington
(“the Boldt decision™), 384 F. Supp. 312 (W.D.
Wash. 1974)) or affected by legislation or
regulation.

Ethnographic evidence supports historical ac-
tivity inthe park, and anecdotal sources and
recent consultations suggest ongoing con-
temporary uses of the park. Mount Rainier
National Park, established in 1899, is an area
where all resources are protected for future
generations of all Americans. In that regard,
Mount Rainier is unique among traditional use
areas in the region. Asthe park broadens its
research and collaborative efforts with tribal
groups, it is likely that Native American uses
of Mount Rainier will become better
understood. Tribal and park partnerships
provide an opportunity to cooperate in
mutually beneficial efforts for the purpose of
preservingthe park’s resources to their fullest
extent and highest level of mntegrity.

General Management Strategies. To enhance
the National Park Service’s relationship with
the tribes, the strategies and actions listed
below will be followed.

e Consult regularly and maintain
government-to-government relations with
American Indian tribes that have
traditional ties to resources within the park
to ensure productive, collaborative
working relationships. The park staff will
build on existing relationships, identifying
partnerships and activities of mutual
benefit.

e Continue to identify and deepen the
understanding of the significance of the
park’s resources and landscapes to Indian
people through collaborative research and
sharing.

e Once identified, protect and preserve sites,
resources, landscapes, and structures of



significance to the federally recognized
tribes as required under federal laws and
NPS Management Policies.

e Encourage the participation of American
Indian tribes in protecting the park’s
natural and cultural resources of interest
and concem to them.

e Involve American Indiantribes in the
park’s interpretation programto promote
accuracy of information regarding
American Indian cultural values andto
enhance public appreciation of those
values.

e Participate aspartners with American
Indian tribes in planning projects and
research initiatives of mutual benefit that
enhance resource protection, visitor
experiences, and public appreciation for
park resources and values.

e Support sustainable economic
development that encourages the
availability of appropriate visitor services
in American Indian communities adjacent
tothe park.

e Support the continuation oftraditional
American Indian activities in the park to
the extent allowed by applicable laws and
regulations.

e The staff of Mount Rainier National Park
will continue to consult and collaborate
with American Indian tribes conceming
issues and proposed actions that might
affect American Indians.

e Collaborate withthe tribes to assist, where
appropriate, on issues related to resources
on their respective reservations affected by
public use and resource management
within Mount Rainier National Park.

Government to Government Relations/
Consultation. American Indian tribes are
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generally seeking more involvement inthe
planning and implementation of resource
management actions on ancestral lands that
have been linkedto the tribes’ uses of the park.
Federally recognizedtribes have unique legal
relationships with federal agencies likethe
National Park Service based on law and policy
(e.g., Executive Order No. 13,175 on
Consultation and Coordination with Indian
Tribal Governments; Executive Order No.
13,007 on Sacred Sites). These relationships
are strenghened by the local American
Indians’ special geographic, economic,
historical, and culturalties to the lands and
resources now within the park.

Federal legislation and NP S policies recognize
these relationships and require consultations
and govemment-to-government interactions.
Other federal laws impose additional obliga-
tions on federal agencies and authorize activi-
ties that influence these relationships; they also
provide opportunities to collaborate in
protectingthe park’sresources and values.

e The staff of Mount Rainier National Park
will continue to consult and collaborate
with American Indian tribes conceming
issues and proposed actions that might
affect American Indians.

e The park staff will meet with tribal
governments on a regular and periodic
basis.

o Thepark staffalso will pursue agreements
for the purposes of carrying out programs,
services and activities that are of mutual
benefit and interest.

Interpretation. Visitorsto the park are
generally unaware of the historical and con-
temporary connections that local American
Indians have to the park’s lands and resources.
In addition, the tribes have expressed concem
over a loss of understanding among their
members of these primary relationshipsto the
park. Enhancing visitor understanding and
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appreciation, and refamiliarizing tribal mem-
bers with principal park resources will promote
a better public appreciation of local American
Indian spiritual and cultural ties to the park and
serve to protect the park’s overall significance.

e Localtribes will assist in planning, and
will participate in and contributeto the
park’s interpretation and education pro-
grams. Potential opportunities include
providing training for park staff, drafting
and reviewing relevant exhibits and
interpretive material, providing appropriate
Indian-made items for sale or display in
the park’s visitor center gift shops, pre-
senting guest programs, demonstrating
traditional arts, and working as seasonal
and permanent staff.

Traditional Activities on Park and
Aboriginal Lands. Collection and gathering
of materials for economic, spiritual, and
ceremonial purposes is an important issue with
American Indian tribes. Sites and resources
integral to these purposes are largely unknown
to park managers. The park also contains sites
of interest for religious and ceremonial
purposes that remain undocumented.

e The National Park Service will continue to
support American Indian traditional activ-
ities within and adjacent tothe park.
Access and privacy for traditional
ceremonial purposes will be provided.
Withinthe park, the collection of certain
natural plant materials by American
Indians for traditional uses will be allowed
as authorized under applicable laws and
regulations.

e Localtribes will be afforded the oppor-
tunity to participate in the identification,
designation, and protection of traditional
cultural and ethnographic landscapes.

Resource Management Collaboration. Sev-
eral tribes maintain downstream fisheries on
rivers with sources in the park. Several tribes
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are actively researching wildlife species that
have resident populations in the park. Archeo-
logical research inthe park may yield sites and
artifacts of concern to the tribes. The local
American Indian tribes and the National Park
Service share interests in protectingresources
within and adjacent to the park. The potential
for productive collaboration is high. For
example, the Nisqually, Puyallup, Muckle-
shoot, and Yakama have professional resource
management staff. The Puyallup have full GIS
capability. The park has a complete natural and
cultural resources division with an archeolo-
gist, numerous scientists, and GIS capability.

e Mount Rainier staff and tribal staff will
share relevant, nonproprietary information
pertainingto the inventory and manage-
ment of resources within the park con-
sistent with federal law. Research, transfer
of'technology, and technical assistance are
important components ofthese govem-
ment-to-government relationships.

e Park natural and cultural resources staff
will collaborate with tribal resources staffs
on projects or programs of mutual interest
and will meet on a regular basis to discuss
various aspects of programs including
future plans, results, staffing, and research
data. Park staff will encourage active
participation of appropriate tribal members
on field project staff.

Protecting and Managing
Natural Resources

The protection, study, and management of the
park’s natural resources and processes is
essential for achieving the park’s purposes and
mission goals. The following principles and
strategies will guide the National Park Service
in retaining Mount Rainier’s ecological
integrity, including its natural resources and
processes. They will help ensure thatthe
natural features of the park are unimpaired,
that the park continues to be a dynamic,



biologically diverse environment, and that
Mount Rainier is recognized and valued as an
outstanding example of resource stewardship,
conservation, education, and public use.

Inventory and Monitoring. Knowing the
condition of natural resources in national parks
is fundamental to the National Park Service's
ability to protect and manage parks. Mount
Rainier is confronted with increasingly com-
plex and challenging issues, and the park staff
must provide scientifically credible data to
inform and defend management actions.
Inventories involve the compilation of existing
information as well asthe collection of new
information. They contribute to a statement of
the condition of park resources in relation to a
standard condition, especially the natural or
unimpaired state.

Ecosystem monitoring is conductedto detect
significant changes in resource abundance,
condition, population structure, or ecological
processes or to determine the effects of a
management action on population or com-
munity dynamicsor ecological processes. The
purpose of monitoring isto develop broad-
based, scientifically sound information on the
current status and long term trends in the
composition, structure, and function of the
park’s ecosystems.

A long-term ecosystem monitoring program is
necessary to enable managersto make better
informed decisions, to provide early warning
of changing conditions in time to develop
effective mitigating measures, to convince
other agencies and individuals to make
decisions benefiting parks,to satisfy certain
legal mandates, andto provide reference data
for relatively pristine sites for comparison with
areas outside of parks. Monitoring also enables
the park staffto evaluate the effectiveness of
management actions and to obtain more
accurate assessments of progress towards
management goals. Using monitoring infor-
mation will increase confidence in managers’
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decisions and improve their ability to manage
park resources.

e Inventories and long-term monitoring
programs will be developedto address the
status and health of the park. Key indi-
cators of resource or ecosystem conditions
will be developed and monitored over the
long-term to keep track of ecosystem
health.

e Inventories will be conductedto identify
vertebrate and invertebrate animal species,
vascular and nonvascular plant species,
and air, water, and geologic resources in
the park.

e Additional data will be gathered on social
and natural condition indicators for appli-
cation to the camrying capacity model.

e Mount Rainier will continue to participate
in the North Coast and Cascades Inventory
and Monitoring Network. The park staff
will work with its partner park units and
collaborators in inventorying resources,
monitoring vital components of the eco-
systemto better assess the condition of
park resources andtrends and developing
databases and data analysis and retrieval
tools to improve the usefulness of natural
resource information.

Air Quality. Mount Rainier is designated a
class I area underthe Clean Air Act. This
designation pemmits the least degradation of air
quality and air quality related values, including
visibility. The following policies and strategies
will ensure that Mount Ramier’s air quality is
enhanced or maintained with no significant
degradation andthat nearly unimpaired views
of the landscape both within and outside the
park are available. The policies and strategies
will also ensure that scenic views that are
integral to the visitor experience, which have
been identified in the park in accordance with
the Clean Air Act, remain substantially
unimpaired.
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e In Mount Rainier, the National Park
Service will strive to set a global example
of how to effectively protect class I areas
and critical airsheds.

e FEmissions associated with administrative
and recreational use of the park will be
reduced.

e Baseline information and monitoring of air
quality related values will be expanded
through research, inventory, and moni-
toring programs to identify human
stressors and general air quality trends.

e Programs will be expanded to share air
quality information with surrounding
agencies andto develop educational
programsto inform visitors, as well as
regional residents, about the threats of air
pollution to park resources.

e The park staff will continue to participate
in regional air quality planning, research,
and the implementation of air quality
standards. Regional partnerships for the
development of alternative transportation
systems and clean fuelsthat improve air
quality will be promoted.

Geologic Resources. The park includes out-
standing geologic and hydrologic resources
that represent key physical elements in the
park ecosystem, including glaciers and snow-
fields, geomorphic features such as watersheds
and landforms, soils, and paleoecologic
deposits. Glaciers, snowfields, watersheds, and
soils are especially sensitive to air pollution
and climatic change. The following strategies
will be implementedto better understand
geologic resources and their effects on
ecosystem processes, functions and com-
ponents; to identify and monitor human
stressors to geologic resources; and to assess
and monitor potential effects on visitors and
adjacent communities.
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e A comprehensive plan will be developed
to address geologic research, inventory,
and monitoring.

e Inventories and monitoring of park
glaciers will be expanded to better under-
standthe role of climate change, andto
assess the effects of this change on park
resources, infrastructure, and visitor safety.

e Baseline information on soils and more
detailed information on surficial geology
will be obtained for use in ecosystem
management and hazards assessment.

e Park staff will continue to partner with the
U.S. Geological Survey, state and local
agencies, and academic institutions to
assess and monitor geologic hazards.

e Interpretive and educational programs will
be developedto educate visitors and the
public on park geologic resources
including hazards associated with these
resources

Water Quality and Aquatic Resources. The
National Park Service will continue to protect
the pristine water quality in the park andto
pursue the designation of park waters as
“outstanding natural resource waters.”

e The condition of aquatic resources will be
assessed, including physical, chemical, and
biological components and processes,
across a range of spatial and temporal
scales. Appropriate indicators and mea-
surements will be used to quantify and
detect the potential effects of human-
caused stressors through long-term
monitoring programs.

e The effects of visitor use on aquatic
resources will be monitored. Adminis-
trative uses that could adversely affect
aquatic resources will also be monitored. If
conditions are determinedto be out of



standard, actions will be taken to prevent
degradation of the park’s water quality.

e Stormwater runoff from roads and parking

lots will be assessed and ““best manage-
ment practices” will be implemented to
reduce any potential impacts.

Air quality effects on aquatic resources
will be assessed and monitored, and
information will be provided to regulators
for use in state andregional air quality
management and permitting,

Educational programs will be developed to
inform visitors and the general public
about water resource management issues
and concems.

Vegetation. Plant communities and the
processes govemingthem will continue
unaltered in the majority of the park. Com-
munities will include the diverse species,
genetics, associations, and successional stages
representative of an ecologically functioning
system in the Northern Cascades.

e Plant communities will be monitored to
assess their condition. If it is shown that
human use is degrading an area, a variety
of mitigating measures will be considered
to restore the areato acceptable standards.
Such measures may include establishing
trails, delineating or hardening trails,
erecting signs or taking other educational
measures, restricting access to problem
areas, closing problem areas, restoring
degraded areas, or limiting trail use in the
“shoulder” seasons until there is enough
snow to protect vegetation. Sensitive
subalpine and alpine meadows will be
given extra protection. The restoration of
affected subalpine meadows, such as in the
Paradise and Sunrise areas, will continue.

e The National Park Service will continue to
eradicate invasive exotic (nonnative)
plants inthe park. The park staff will work
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with the U.S. Forest Service, Washington
Department of Natural Resources, Native
American tribes, timber companies, and
private landowners to prevent the spread of

exotic plant species into the park.

e Monitoring programs will be developedto
detect the effects of human stressors on
vegetation andto determine natural
vegetation dynamics and processes.

Wildlife and Fisheries. The condition of
wildlife and fisheries resources will be
determined across a range of spatial and

temporal scales, and appropriate indicators and

measurements will be utilizedto quantify and
detect the potential effects of human-caused
stressors through baseline inventories and
long-term monitoring programs.

The park staff will seek to preserve or
restore natural aquatic habitats andthe
natural abundance and distribution of
native aquatic species,together with the
associated temrestrial habitats and species.
Partnerships will be developed with other
federal, state, local, andtribal agencies to
restore native resident and anadromous
fish species in park streams. T he restora-
tion of fish species would be practiced
with the use of the best available data,
would be based on suitable habitat, and
would be subject to the provisions ofthe
National Environmental Policy Act.

The park staff will seek to perpetuate the
native animal life (such as mammals,
birds, reptiles, fish, arthropods, and
microfauna) as part of the natural ecosys-
tem. Minimizing human impacts on native
animals will be emphasized, as will mini-
mizing human influence on naturally
occurring fluctuations of animal popula-
tions. Ecological processes will be relied
on to control populations of native species
tothe greatest extent practicable.
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e Thepreservation of populations and

habitats of migratory species inhabitingthe

park, such as bats, elk, and anadromous
fish, will be ensured. Park staff will
cooperate wherever possible with others to
ensure the preservation of their popula-
tions and habitats outside the park.

e Education programs will be developed to
inform visitors and the general public
about fish and wildlife issues and
concerns.

e The management of populations of exotic
fish and other animal species will be
undertaken wherever such species threaten
park resources or public health and when
control is prudent and feasible.

e Developed areas and wilderness campsites
will be managed to reduce to the
maximum extent possible the potential for
wildlife to become accustomedto receiv-
ing human food andthe associated
unnatural tameness, unpredictable
aggression, and other safety and health
concerns that can result.

e [f conflicts between people and wildlife
take place, actions such as posting of
warnings and administrative closures will
be taken to protect visitors and wildlife. It
is the park’s policy that tothe maximum
extent possible, large carnivores will be
allowed to possess and exhibit natural
behaviors relatingto seasonal movements
and the defense of young or of food
resources. This will be achieved through
public education and wildlife inventory
and monitoring programs. Appropriate
educational materials will be made
available at campgrounds and visitor
center desks and in the park newspaper.
These materials will address human-
wildlife conflict issues and recommended
behaviors to follow. In cases of attacks by
wildlife, appropriate actions would be
taken to protect visitors and wildlife.
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e Park resource managers will continue to
work with surrounding land management
agencies to address the “edge effects” on
species andtheir habitats. Such effects
may result from activities occurring
outside the park boundary, such astimber
harvests, land development, and wildlife
management practices.

o Fish and wildlife habitat will be protected
through the timing of park activities and
through consultation with the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service, the National Marine
Fisheries Service, Native American tribes,
and the Washington Department of Fish
and Wildlife.

Threatened and Endangered S pe cies
and O ther Special Status Species

Under the Endangered Species Act,the
National Park Service is mandatedto promote
the conservation of all federal threatened and
endangered species and their critical habitats
within the park boundaries. Five federally
listed threatened or endangered species occur
in the park. Another 31 federal species of
concern and state endangered, threatened,
sensitive, and candidate species also occur or
are likely to occur in the park.

e The park staff will continue to work with
the Washingon Department of Fish and
Wildlife, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Ser-
vice, and the National Marine Fisheries
Service to ensure that the National Park
Service’s actions help special status spe-
cies to recover. If any state or federally
listed or proposed threatened or endan-
gered species were found in areas that
would be affected by construction, visitor
use, or restoration activities proposed
under any ofthe alternatives inthis plan,
the park staff would first consult informal-
ly with the above agencies. The park staff
would then attempt to avoid, minimize,
rectify, reduce, compensate, or otherwise



mitigate any potential adverse impacts on
state or federal special status species.
Should it be determined through informal
consultation that an action or proposed
project might adversely affect a federally
listed or proposed species, the park staff
would initiate formal consultation under
section 7 of the Endangered Species Act.

e The park staff will cooperate with the
above agencies in inventorying, moni-
toring, protecting, and perpetuatingthe
natural distribution and abundance of all
special status species (i.e., state and
federally listedthreatened, endangered,
rare, declining, sensitive, candidate, or
special concem species) and their essential
habitats in Mount Rainier National Park.
These species and their required habitats
will be specifically considered in ongoing
planning and management activities.

Carrying Capacity

By law, all general management plans for units
managed by the National Park Service must
address the issue of carrying capacity.
Carrying capacity is a determination of what
types and levels of visitor use can be accom-
modated while maintaining social and resource
conditions consistent with the purposes of the
park, its mission goals, and the prescriptive
management zones. T here are three major
components of carrying capacity: physical
capacity (for example, parking spaces, facility
space, road capacity), the visitor experience
(such as congestion in parking areas,
opportunities for solitude), and resources
(including natural and cultural resources). The
carrying capacity in a given area could be
exceeded for any of these components, which
would trigger management action. The
National Park Service uses the visitor experi-
ence and resource protection framework to
address carrying capacities in national parks.
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Increasing visitor use at Mount Rainier has
resulted in changes inthe park’sresources and
in the visitor experiences. Unacceptable
resource damage has been documented in
several areas, such asthe Paradise Meadows
and Spray Park. With use levels expectedto
increase in the future, there is the potential that
additional unacceptable changes could occur to
park resources and visitor experiences —
changes that would be contrary to the purposes
and significance of Mount Rainier National
Park and the mission of the National Park
Service. To prevent or minimizethese impacts,
the park staff will proactively manage visitor
use and resources at Mount Rainier, using a
tiered strategy of increasing management
actionsto decrease visitor use impacts.

Managing and Protecting Wil demess

Adheringto the following strategies will
ensure that wilderness lands in the park will
retain their wilderness characteristics and
values and that visitors will continue to find
opportunities for solitude and primitive,
unconfined recreation. These strategies will
ensure that the signs of people remain sub-
stantially unnoticeable. Adherence to these
strategies will also make sure that wilderness
continues to be affected primarily by the forces
of nature.

e The National Park Service will continue to
manage wilderness camping through
camping permits and by enforcing
camping regulations, including those that
pertainto appropriate location of
campsites in wilderness areas.

e Wilderness education programs will be
expanded to inform visitors about
wilderness ethics and how to minimize
their impacts on the park. Leave-no-trace
practices will be emphasized.
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e Efforts will be expandedto ensure that
wilderness soundscapes and night skies are
not degraded.

Managing and Protecting
Cultural Resources

Mount Rainier’s cultural resources, especially
its recently designated National Historic Land-
mark District, are integralto the park land-
scape. The protection of the park’s cultural
resources is essential for understanding the
past, present, and future relationship of people
with the park environment andthe expressions
of our cultural heritage. The strategies
discussed below will enable the National Park
Service to protect the park’s cultural resources,
including archeological, historic, ethnographic,
museum collection, and archival resources,
while encouraging visitors and employees to
recognize and understand their value. T he
strategies will allow the integrity of the park’s
cultural resources to be preserved unimpaired.
They will also ensure that Mount Rainier
National Park isrecognized and valued as an
outstanding example of resource stewardship,
conservation education and research, and
public use.

Several strategies focus onthe park’s cultural
landscapes and historic structures. These
strategies will ensure the continued integrity
and preservation of Mount Rainier’s historic
resources. They encourage appropriate adap-
tive use of the structures, which prolongs the
life ofthe structures. The strategies also guide
the management of concession-leased build-
ings in such a manner that they are maintained
in good condition and retain eligibility for
listing on the National Register of Historic
Places. In addition, the strategies require that
new construction be architecturally compatible
in terms of design, materials, and scale with
surrounding historic structures.

Prehistoric and Historic Archeological and
Ethnographic Resources. The strategies for
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managing and protecting prehistoric and
historic archeological resources and ethno-
graphic resources are as follows:

e The park staff will continue to survey and
document or inventory archeological
resources in accordance with the National
Historic Preservation Act and other
applicable regulations.

e Archeological sites will be monitoredto
assess site conditions andto determine any
threats tothe resources that may require
mitigation.

e Field data regarding rock shelters, lithic
scatters, hunting camps, and other
resources will be gatheredto develop a
more accurate predictive model of
prehistoric site distribution andto address
related research questions.

e Archeological resources that reflect late
19th and early 20th century activities, such
as park development, mining sites, cabin
remains, and trash dumps, will continue to
be inventoried, evaluated, and managed.
National Register eligible resources will be
documented and listed.

o All identified resources will continue to be
evaluated in accordance with the eligibility
criteria for the National Register of
Historic Places.

e Avoidancetechniques and other measures
will be used to prevent visitor and project-
related disturbances from impacting
known significant sites.

e The park staff will continue to support
research and consultation to increase our
understanding of all cultural resources.

e As appropriate, American Indian tribes
will be consulted on surveys, studies,
excavations, and actions to protect
archeological resources.



Museum/Archival Collections. The strategies
for museum and archival collections will
include the following:

e The park staff will continue to maintain a
diverse and substantial collection of
museum objects and specimens according
tothe park’s approved “ Scope of Collec-
tions Statement” (revised 1997). The
collection includes historic artifacts,
biological and geological specimens,
historic images, archival materials, and
prehistoric/historic archeological
specimens and artifacts.

e The park staff will continue to improve
artifact/specimen exhibit and storage
conditions according to NP S museum
standards. This may include the proposed
rehabilitation of existing exhibits and the
creation of new exhibits as proposed in
thisplan, as well as the nstallation of
proposed security and fire protection
systems to areas containing museum
collection artifacts/specimens, as
recommended in the 1998 “Curatorial Fire
and Security Survey.”

e The park staff will maintain and continue
to expand opportunities for researchersto
use the museum collection’s artifacts,
specimens, and archival materials.

Cultural Landscapes and Historic
Structures. The strategies for cultural
landscapes and historic structures include the
following;

e The historic buildings, structures, sites,
and objects contributingtothe significance
of the Mount Rainier National Historic
Landmark District will be managedto
retain a high degree of integrity. Compre-
hensive protection and preservation
measures will be employed as required by
the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for
the Treatment of Historic Properties.

25

Direction for the Plan

Historic buildings not actively being used
in the park will be considered for adaptive
reuse by other public and private entities to
assist in the preservation of the structures.

Design guidelines and/or historic structure
and cultural landscape reports will con-
tinue to be created for all developed areas
in the park to ensure that the architectural
and landscape-defining features of these
areas are preserved. These guidelines will
include provisions for design review over-
sight to ensure the compatibility of new
planning, design, and construction.

Ongoing research, including cultural
landscape inventories, reports, and historic
structure reports, will continue to refine
and update baseline information on his-
toric resources identified as contributing to
the national historic landmark district.

The park’s cultural landscapes will be
documented and inventoried as part of the
servicewide cultural landscape inventory,
and they will be monitoredto ensure their
preservation.

Cultural landscape reports with treatment
recommendations will be prepared as
needed for cultural landscapes (or com-
ponent landscapes) that contributeto the
National Historic Landmark District and
other national register properties. Amend-
mentsto existing documentation related to
the national register and the National
Historic Landmark District may be
required to include or expandthe
discussion of contributing cultural
landscape characteristics and features.

Design guidelines, based on documenta-
tion provided by the “Cultural Landscape
Inventory” and “Cultural Landscape
Report,” will be prepared to provide
another tool for effective management of
the overall cultural landscape of the
National Historic Landmark District.
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Interpretation, Education,
Information, and O rientation

A variety of methods are used to orient visitors
to Mount Rainier,to provide information about
the park, andto interpret the park’sresources
to visitors. The National Park Service will pur-
sue strategies to ensure that pre-trip informa-
tion is available for visitorsto plan arewarding
visit to the park. Outreach and education
programs will help connect diverse audiences
tothe park’sresources, build a local and
national constituency, and gain public support
for protecting the park’s resources. Providing
interpretation opportunities will build emo-
tional, intellectual, and recreational ties with
the park and its cultural and natural heritage.

e Emphasis will be placed on providing
information, orientation, and interpretive
services in the mogt effective manner
possible. Appropriate techniques and
technologies will be used to increase
awareness and visibility ofthe national
park system and its programs and of issues
facing Mount Rainier National Park.

e Cooperative efforts and partnerships with
adjacent gateway communities, public and
private agencies, organizations, stake-
holders, and land managers inthe region
will be enhancedto inform visitors on the
abundance, variety, and availability of
regional recreational and interpretive
opportunities. This information will orient
visitors on what to do (and what notto do),
attractions to see, and how to enjoy the
park in safe, low-impact ways.

e The park staff will strengthen partnerships
with other state and national parks, educa-
tional institutions, and other organizations
to enrich interpretive and educational
opportunities regionally andnationally.

e A special effort will be made to educate
the public about the special historical and

contemporary relationship that mdigenous
people holdto park lands and resources.

e An educational outreach program will be
developed for schools and community
groups to provide a continuum of quality
experiences for lifelong leaming. This
program is intended to maximize the
public’s access tothe unique ecological,
historical, cultural, and geologic lessons
contained in the park. This includes the
establishment of “friends” groups, special
programs for schoolchildren, and other
programs relevant to diverse audiences.

o Emphasis will be placed on understanding
current low levels of use by minority com-
munities and on developing strategies to
encourage greater relevance, use, and sup-
port ofthe park by these communities.

Commercial Services

Commercial services are integral to the visitor
experience and the management of Mount
Rainier National Park. The National Park
Service permits several commercial services at
Mount Rainier, including guiding services,
lodging, and food service. T hese services have
added to visitors’ enjoyment of the park, have
enabled many people to see parts ofthe park
they might not otherwise see, and have helped
to protect park resources. Strategies for
managing commercial services include the
following;

e Manage businesses through concession
contracts and commercial use authoriza-
tions; other activities, such as commercial
filming, will continue to be managed
through special use permits.

o Ensure that all commercial activities
within the park provide high-quality visitor
experiences while protecting important
natural, cultural, and scenic resources.



e Ensure that before concession contracts
and commercial use authorizations are
renewed or readvertised, thetypes of
authorized use are still necessary and/or
appropriate, the levels of use are consistent
with resource protection and quality visitor
experiences, and the commercial services
program can be managed in an efficient
and effective manner.

e Limit the expansion or development of
new commercial services facilities in the
park; encourage such facilities outside the
park.

e Prepare a commercial services plan that
describes in detail the actions required to
achieve commercial services andrelated
visitor experience goals.

Transportation to and within the Park

Transportation to and within Mount Rainier is,
and will continue to be, a challenge. How
people travel to the park and how they travel
aroundthe park plays a major role in the
protection of park resources, in visitor levels
and the visitor experience, and in the main-
tenance andneed for modified or new park
infrastructure. In this regard, it is critical for
the National Park Service to participate as a
partner in local, regional, and statewide
planning efforts that will affect transportation
to and within the park. Several strategies are
being, and will continue to be, pursued in the
transportation arena. The park staff will pursue
the following strategies:

o  Work with the gateway communities and
local, regional, state, and federal agencies
to develop aregional approachto transpor-
tation planning between Mount Ramnier
and the Puget Sound urban areas;
encourage a multiagency, multicounty
regional transportation planning group,
with participants including the counties,
metropolitan planning organizations,

27

Direction for the Plan

regional transportation planning organiza-
tions, the U.S. Forest Service, the Wash-
ington Department of T ransportation,
gateway communities, cities,tribes, and
private parties.

e  Work with the U.S. Department of
Transportation, the Federal Highway
Administration, and the Washington
Department of Transportation, and other
sources to seek funding and staffto
participate in and encourage effective
regional transportation planning and
enhancements, including both road and
nonroad transportation (e.g., bikeways,
road signs, trails, intelligent transportation
systems, historic preservation, recreational
access and facility development, visitor
centers, traffic calming devices, gateway
community enhancements).

Snowmachine Use in the Park

In 1975 an environmental assessment was
prepared on the proposed special regulations
designating snowmobile routes in Mount
Rainier National Park. This assessment
determined that an environmental impact
statement was not needed, which resulted in a
negative declaration. Limited snowmobile use
on designated areas was chosen as aresult of
selectingthe best of four alternatives. A
special regulation was promulgated as36 CFR
7.5 opening the following areas in the park to
snowmachines: Cougar Rock campground,
Westside Road, Mather Memorial Parkway,
White River Roadto the White River
campground, andthe Stevens Canyon Roadto
Box Canyon. Currently, very little snowma-
chine activity occurs in these areas.

President Carter issued Executive Order 11989
in 1977. That executive order provided that
snowmobile use shall be prohibited when it is
foundthat it may cause, or is causing, consid-
erable adverse effects on the soil, vegetation,
wildlife habitat, or cultural or historic
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resources of public lands. Recent studies on
the negative impacts of snowmachines onthe
experience of visitors, air quality, and wildlife
have led the National Park Service to deter-
mine that it isnot complying with the execu-
tive order. Therefore, commensurate with a
public notification in the Federal Register for a
rescission of the regulation, all recreational
snowmachine use within Mount Rainier
National Park will be prohibited. This action
will be implemented regardless of which
altemative of this General Management Plan
is selected.

In March 2001 the National Park Service
issued an environmental assessment for
rulemaking regarding snowmobiles in Mount
Rainier National Park (NPS 2001a).The
proposed action in the environmental assess-
ment isthe elimination of recreational snow-
mobile use in the park. Few comments were
received on the park proposal to eliminate
snowmachine use, but virtually all of the
commenters supported the proposed action.
Similarly, almost all of the comments received
on the articulation of the snowmachine
prohibition in the Draft General Management
Plan supported the idea. To implement the
prohibition, the park staff would act on the
pending “Finding of No Significant Impact”
and undertake a rulemaking in the Federal
Register.

Levels and Types of Park Development

A variety of different types of development
exist in Mount Rainier to transport, house,
inform, and serve visitors. The following
general strategies are intended to ensure that
park facilities serve visitor needs, meet
sustainability standards, are harmonious with
park resources, are compatible with natural
processes and surrounding landscapes, and are
aesthetically pleasing and functional. The
strategies are also intended to ensure that the
park’s facilities are accessible for visitors with
physical and leaming disabilities, in con-
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formance with applicable laws, regulations,
and NP S policies.

e Park managers will consider the avail-
ability of existing or planned facilities in
nearby communities and adjacent lands, as
well as partnership possibilities, when
deciding whether to construct new
developments.

o Existing facilities will be modified to meet
accessibility standards as funding allows,
or asthe facilities are replaced or rehabili-
tated. The park staff will periodically
consult with persons with disabilities or
their representatives to increase the park
staff’s awareness of the needs of visitors
with disabilities.

Borrow Pit, Spoil, and
Mining Site Man agement

Mount Rainier National Park has one active
and eight inactive gravel pits within its
borders. There are also ten abandoned mined
sites in the park.

All materials from borrow pits, quarries, and
other gravel or sand sources in Mount Rainier
National Park will be managed accordingto
Chapter 9.1.3.3 of the NP S Management
Policies 2001 (NPS2001b). All sources, both
existing and future, will comply with the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA),
including written findings that the extraction
and use of borrow material does not, or will
not, impair park resources or values and isthe
park’s most reasonable altemative, based on
economic, environmental, or ecological
considerations.

A diverse interdisciplinary group will develop
a parkwide borrow management plan and will
make determinations based on specific pro-
posals. The use of such material will be strictly
for in-park administrative use by the Park
Service or its agent or contractors. Borrow



material extracted from proposed or designated
wilderness areas will be taken only in small
quantities to be used for trail-type activities.
For all existing and proposed borrow pits, a
quantity of extraction will be specified and a
restoration plan will be prepared accordingto
the NEP A process.

All spoil sites within the park will be desig-
nated in writing and will meet the definition
and regulatory requirements for solid waste
disposal sites in accordance with 36 CFR 6.
New spoil sites or the expansion of existing
spoil sites will be analyzed through the NEP A
and National Historic Preservation Act
(NHP A) processes. In addition, the park staff
will comply with NPS solid waste regulations
and other specific NP S requirements.

Any mining site within the boundaries of
Mount Rainier National Park will be docu-
mented and analyzed through the NEPA and
NHP A processes for inclusion as a significant
cultural resource or possible reclamation,
depending onthe findings of its significance.
All site reclamation will depend on the
development of a preferred altemative based
on economic, environmental, or ecological
considerations.

Sustainability

Sustainability can be described as doing things
in ways that do not compromise the environ-
ment or its capacity to provide for present and
future generations. Sustainable practices
consider local and global consequences to
minimizethe short- and long-term environ-
mental impacts of human actions and develop-
ments through resource conservation,
recycling, waste minimization, and the use of
energy-efficient and ecologically responsible
materials and techniques.

Over the past several years the federal govem-
ment has been emphasizingthe adoption of
sustainable practices. In particular, Executive
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Order 12873 mandates federal agency
recycling and waste prevention, and Executive
Order 12902 mandates energy efficiency and
water conservation at federal facilities.

The following strategies will help ensure that
all decisions regarding park operations, facili-
ties management, and development in Mount
Rainier — fromthe initial concept through
design and construction — reflect the prin-
ciples of resource conservation. Thus, all park
developments and park operations will be
sustainable to the maximum degree possible
and practical.

e The reduction, reuse, and recycling of
materials will be promoted; the use of
materials that are not durable, are
environmentally detrimental, orthat
require transportation from great distances
will be avoided as much as possible.

e The rehabilitation (recycling) of existing
buildings and facilities will be preferred
over new construction, except where
compelling reasons determine it isnot
feasible.

e New developments or modifications of
existing facilities will be located and built
following the Guiding Principles of
Sustainable Design (NPS 1993a) or other
similar guidelines.

e The park staff will support and encourage
suppliers, contractors, and concessions that
follow sustainable practices.

e Partnerships will be sought to implement
sustainable practices in the park.

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE
APPROVED PLAN

The implementation of the approved plan will
depend on future funding, Plan approval does
not guaranteethat the money needed will be
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forthcoming. Full implementation of the
approved plan could be many years in the
future.

The implementation of the approved plan also
could be affected by other factors. Mount
Rainier is in an area where geologic forces are
continuing to shape the landscape. It is not
possible to plan forthese changes during the
life ofthe plan. However, if a major geologic
event occurred, such as a mudslide or flood,
the National Park Service would reexamine its
goals for the affected area, including zone
prescriptions, uses, and infrastructure, and
amendthe plan accordingly.

Once the General Management Plan has been
approved, additional feasibility studies and
more detailed planning and appropriate
environmental documentation may be required
before any proposed actions can be carried out.

In addition to the plans and studies identified
in the “Guiding Management Principles and
Strategies” section, a number of other studies
and plans would be prepared following the
approval of a general management plan. T hese
more detailed plans would tier off this plan,
describing specific actions managers intend to
take to achieve desired conditions and long-
term goals. Some ofthese implementation
plans are prepared for parks in response to
NPS policies, such as a commercial services
management plan and an interpretive plan.

e The park’s wilderness management plan
(NPS 1992¢) would be updated to be
consistent with the approved general
management plan andto reflect changes
that have occurred inthe uses and
management of the wilderness area.
Indicators and standards in the wilderness
management plan may also be revised, and
day use limits could be proposed.

e A commercial services plan would be
preparedto address the primary com-
mercial activities at Mount Rainier, includ-

ing food and lodging, gift sales, climbing,
wilderness/nonclimbing trips, road-based
tours, interpretation, transportation, winter
use, commercial filming, and emergency
services. The commercial services plan
would provide direction on such topics as
how commercial climbing would be man-
aged (contracts, permits, or some combina-
tion); what levels of use would be appro-
priate for commercial wilderness trips; and
how conditions on commercial activities
could alleviate parking problems.

In 1989 it was determined that 9 miles of
the West Fork of the White River, 6.7
miles of the Muddy Fork of'the Cowlitz
River, 12.7 miles ofthe Ohanapecosh
River, and 8 miles ofthe Carbon River
were eligible for inclusion in the national
wild and scenic rivers system. The U. S
Forest Service also has foundthat down-
stream segments of these rivers are
eligible. ThePark Service would work
with the Forest Service in preparing a
suitability study to determine whether
these rivers should be recommended for
congressional designation and inclusion in
the system.

As funds became available, cultural
landscape reports would be prepared for
the entire national historic landmark
district, including all areas where changes
are being proposedto roads and parking
areas (such as Paradise, Sunrise, Mowich,
Carbon River, Westside Road), and for
minor developed areas (for example,
Tipsoo Lake, Box Canyon, Reflection
Lake, Grove of the Patriarchs). The reports
would address specific site design needs
and guide the historic preservation, re-
habilitation, and restoration of these areas.

A transportation plan would examine
different options for improving visitor
transportation within the park (see the
preferred altemative for more details on
this plan).



A roadpullout study would determine
which pullouts along park roads were
needed and which should be eliminated.
Informal parking pullouts would also be
studied and recommendations made about
whether to formalizethese parking
pullouts.

Impacts from the increased winter use,
such as sanitation problems, are occurring
at Paradise. However, the park staff does
not have information on the magnitude and
severity of these impacts, nor is there
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information on visitor distribution pattems
or the experiences visitors are seeking. A
winter use study would be prepared to
provide this information. T he study would
set a baseline and determine whether or
not a winter carrying capacity needs to be
set for Paradise. In addition, the study
would provide a basis for determining
what management actions could be
undertaken to address visitor needs and
protect resources, thereby enhancingthe
overall visitor experience.



SCOPE OF THIS DOCUMENT

As we enter a new millennium, the American
public and the National Park Service needto
make many important and often difficult
decisions about the future of Mount Rainier —
its resources, uses, and management. What
conditions should the Mount Rainier Wilder-
ness be managed for? What should be done to
ensure that the park’s resources are protected
for present and future generations? How
should the National Historic Landmark District
be preserved and interpreted? What levels and
types of use are appropriate for the park?

These are complex issues, with no easy
answers. People who care deeply about this
park often hold sharply divided opinions about
how the National Park Service should resolve
the issues. In addition, tight budgets combined
with increased visitation have put an increased
strain on the National Park Service’s ability to
maintain facilities, to protect natural and cul-
tural resources, to provide interpretive and
other visitor services, andto enforce rules and
regulations. T hus, there are concerns regarding
whether or not the National Park Service can
fund and staff new proposals to resolve
problemsresulting from increased visitation.

The breadth ofissues and concerns facing
Mount Rainier illustrates the complexity and
difficulty n determmninghow to manage park
resources and visitors inthe 21st century. This
plan focuses on three major resource and visi-
tor use management issues: wilderness use, use
of'the nonwilderness area; and external
boundary issues. This section describes each of
these major issues. Many questions have been
raised regarding these issues by the planning
team andthe public. For each issue some
general background is provided, specific
concerns are noted, and then major decision
points and tradeoffs are identified.

There are also a few issues related to geologi-
cal hazards that this plan will not fully resolve,
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along with issues and implementation
strategies needing more detailed planning,
such as commercial services, wilderness
management, and interpretive services. In
addition to the major issues discussed below,
the altematives also address a number of other
minor issues and topics.

Although important forthe future park
management, the strategiesto resolve these
issues are not controversial and do not appear
to involve major tradeoffs. These issues and
topics include the need for additional natural
and cultural resource inventories and moni-
toring; the needto cultivate special awareness
and sensitivity among park staff, concession-
ers, and park visitors regarding the National
Historic Landmark District; improving
camping facilities at Mowich Lake; improving
the existing mterpretation and education
exhibits and facilities; fostering better relations
with partners outside the park boundary; and
providing additional picnicking facilities.

WILDERNESS ISSUES

Ninety-seven percent of Mount Rainier
National Park is wilderness (see Existing
Conditions map). The Wilderness Act directs
the National Park Service to protect and
manage wilderness so that it “generally
appears to have been affected primarily by the
forces of nature, with the imprint of man’s
work substantially unnoticeable,” and so that it
“has outstanding opportunities for solitude, or
a primitive and unconfined type of recreation.”

Issue 1. The large numbers of people visiting
the wilderness are degrading and damaging
resources.

High visitor encounter levels are occurring in
the Mount Rainier Wildemess in many areas of
the park, including Spray Park, Comet Falls,



Snow/Bench Lakes, Summerland, the Muir
corridor climbing routes, and at Glacier Basin.
Much ofthe visitor use in these areas is day
use. Overnight use is being managed in the
wilderness area under a permit program, but
day use is unlimited. Standards have been
defined for wilderness in the Wilderness
Management Plan (NPS 1992¢) and are being
implemented with limited funding and staffing,
However, damage from recreational activities
is still occurring.

Visitor behavior can directly or indirectly
affect plant and wildlife species and their
habitats, including threatened and endangered
species such asthe northern spotted owl,
marbled murrelet, and bull trout. Large
numbers of visitors in popular areas such as
Spray Park have trampled vegetation, resulting
in extensive areas of bare ground and eroded
soils. This erosion can leadto diminished
water quality in the park’s lakes and streams.
Dust, sedimentation, and runoff from nearby
nonwilderness access roads and parking areas
also threaten the water quality of the wilder-
ness in areas like Mowich Lake. In addition, in
some areas visitors are trampling vegetation
when they hike and camp in alpine and subal-
pine areas, which is resulting in inadvertent
damage to wilderness resources.

Issue 2. Public views differ on what visitor
experiences are appropriate in the Mount
Rainier Wildermess.

The Wilderness Act directs the National Park
Service to provide a certain type of experience
in wilderness areas. However, there is substan-
tial disagreement both in the literature
interpreting the Wildemess Act and in the
comments the planning team has received from
the public regarding what this experience truly
means, especially in regard to interpretingthe
meaning of “outstanding opportunities for
solitude, or a primitive and unconfinedtype of
recreation.” On the one hand, some people
state that opportunities for solitude should
exist everywhere in the wilderness and at all
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times, not just forthose with the ability to hike
off trails or for those who can come during less
busy times. Some people are bothered so much
by the large numbers of hikers and climbers
that they choose to goto other parts of the
park, or they may even not visit the park. On
the other hand, some people say that with a
little effort, opportunities for solitude abound.
Others believe many visitors hike or climbto
seek “challenge and beauty” in an unconfined
and pristine setting, and they are not bothered
by larger numbers of people at certain times
and places.

Major Wildemess Decision Points.
Wilderness Carrying Capacity — What
conditions (experiences, recreational uses,
resource conditions) shouldthe Mount Rainier
Wailderness be managed for? If visitor behavior
is not skillfully managed, it is likely that re-
source damage would increase, and
opportunities for solitude would decline in
some areas. If day or overnight use is restricted
or regulated, resources could be better
protected, but visitors would have less freedom
to go where they wish and when they want to,
and they may be displaced from the park.

ISSUES RELATING TO THE
NONWILDERNESS AREA

About 3% of Mount Rainier is nonwilderness
and is also part of the Mount Rainier National
Historic Landmark District. This includes the
developed areas and road corridors. Inthe
1920s and 1930s the historic road system that
winds through the park was intentionally
planned to afford fantastic views of the
scenery, to limit landscape damage and devel-
opment, and to allow visitors access to the
wondrous areas ofthe park. These roads
connect the primary destinations inthe park,
including Longmire (the oldest developed area
in the park), Paradise, Sunrise, Ohanapecosh,
Carbon River, and Mowich Lake, as well as
the many minor developed areas in between.
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Most changes that have been made to the
park’s developments overtime have occurred
in response to rising visitation. Originally, a
single road led to Paradise. In 1958 a new,
two-way road was built to Paradise from near
Narada Falls. The old approach road became
part of the present Paradise Valley Road,
which was intended to help reduce congestion,
improve safety, andto make it easier for park
crews to remove extensive volumes of snow.
At that time, the circulation pattern was
changed. Most visitors now leave Paradise the
same way they drove up, along the new road
segment. However, ifthe area is congested,
then some visitors leave Paradise along what
was originally designed as the scenic approach
drive (the Paradise Valley Road).

Issue 3. In the summer people are concentrated
in a few areas ofthe park, such as Paradise.
Off-trail use in these areasresults in trampling
of sensitive vegetation.

As the population inthe surrounding region
grows over the next 20 years, visitation to
Mount Rainier will probably increase. Much of
this use will continue to be concentrated in the
park’s nonwilderness areas where resource
damage and congestion are already occurring,
When visitors cannot park in lots, they often
park along nearby road shoulders. In some
places this causes safety hazards, damages
plants, and compacts soils. In areas of concen-
trated visitor use, those seekingto escape
crowded trails create“social” trails. These
social trails contribute to other bare ground and
can take many years to recover. This is
especially true for the sensitive alpine and
subalpine meadow environments in the Para-
dise, Sunrise, Tipsoo Lake, and Mowich Lake
areas. Although the park’s model restoration
program has restored many portions of dam-
aged meadows and other areas, still more areas
need attention. In addition, restoration work is
labor intensive and requires a considerable
investment by the park staff every year. Unless
visitor use patterns change, restoration work
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must continue to occur in order for the
National Park Serviceto meet its resource
preservation mission at Mount Rainier.

Issue 4. On peak summer days vehicle con-
gestion at park entrances, at parking areas, and
at wilderness trailheads continues to adversely
affect the quality of the visitor experience for
many people.

Visitor surveyshave indicated that uncon-
gested traffic conditions on park roads andthe
ease of finding parking are two of the more
important aspects of a quality visit. But during
peak weekend hours visitors often find that the
park entrances and parking areas are severely
congested. So many visitors enter the park
through the Nisqually, White River, and
Stevens Canyon entrances that long lines of
vehicles are often present during peak periods.

Increasingly, vehicles fill parking areas on
sunny summer weekend days and holidays.
Severe parking congestion occurs at Paradise,
Sunrise, Longmire, Ohanapecosh, Tipsoo
Lake, Mowich Lake, and Carbon River areas,
as well as at campgrounds, trailheads, and
viewpoints throughout the nonwilderness area.
As a result, visitors often resort to parking
anywhere they can find a spot, sometimes
morethan a mile away, andthen walk along
narrow, congested roads totheir destinations.

Traffic congestion and overflow parking
increase the chance of accidents, especially
between pedestrians and motor vehicles. Park
facilities, including buildings and trails, may
also become overcrowded. Similarly, wilder-
ness trailhead parking areas are usually filled
to capacity on summer weekends and holidays,
affecting the ability of visitors to access these
trails and enjoy an uncongested experience.
When visitors find full parking lots, they either
park illegally or change their plans and hope to
find an empty parking space at another
trailhead. It is likely that in the future it will
become increasingly difficult duringthe peak



visitor use seasonto find parking spaces and
enjoy areas such as Paradise and Sunrise.

Issue 5. There are many park and visitor use
activities that potentially can affect the historic
integrity of the National Historic Landmark
District.

The historic character of the national historic
landmark district is comprised of many
structures and character-defining features that
retain historic integrity, contribute to, and
convey the historic significance ofthe land-
scape. There is a risk that individual, seem-
ingly minor alterations to components of the
district could result in a large and harmful
cumulative effect on these resources. Increas-
ing visitor use, structural deterioration result-
ing from age and climatic conditions, and the
fiscal constraints faced by park managers (who
must balance the preservation requirements of
numerous resources) all affect future preserva-
tion of the district. Because the designation is
so recent, many visitors and park employees
are not aware of the importance of these areas.

Issue 6. Park geologic hazards, such as
avalanches, debris flows, glacial outburst
floods, and rockslides, threaten visitors,
employees, and developed areas.

The primary volcanic hazard at Mount Rainier
is from debris flows — an avalanche of mud
and other debris, resembling masses of wet
concrete, that flow downslope along channels
or stream valleys, often at high speed. Small
debris avalanches occur in the park at intervals
ranging from yearly to morethan 100 years.
These debris flows can occur without warning
and would likely result in the loss of life and
property. Many of the developed sites in
Mount Rainier are located on historic debris
flow deposits in valley bottoms, and 17 of23
developed sites in the park are within mapped
debris flow hazard zones. Other potential
volcanic hazards associated with an erupting
Mount Rainier include pyroclastic flows, ash
fall, and lava flows. Other geologic hazards
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visitors and employees face at Mount Rainier
include rockfalls, landslides, and snow
avalanches.

Issue 7. Emissions from extemal sources are
threateningthe park’s air quality, while
campfires and vehicles withinthe park are
degrading air quality in localized areas.

Degraded air quality could damage vegetation,
soils, and water quality. Research and moni-
toring studies have shown that the park’s air
quality is being visibly affected by emissions,
especially from sources outside the park.
Recently, park staff participated in an effort to
reduce emissions fromthe nearby Centralia
power plant and thereby improve the park’s air
quality.

Additional measures also need to be taken to
address emission sources within the park. The
smoke from individual campfires can be so
thick i placesthat it affects scenic resources.
The particulates emitted from this smoke can
affect air quality and pose a health hazardto
visitors and park staff. Vehicular emissions
also may leadto degraded air quality.

Issue 8. There are strongly differing agency
and public opinions on whether or not West-
side Road and Carbon River Road should be
repaired and whether or not Westside Road
should be reopenedto private vehicles.

Westside Road was designed to provide access
tothe southwest corner of the park. However,
in the 1960s recurrent flooding damaged the
road. Glacial outburst floods are expected to
occur for about the next 20 years. Asthe
glacier recedes, more eroded material will be
available to wash downstream and damage or
destroy the road.

In 1992, pursuant to an evaluation of glacial
outburst flooding done by the U.S. Geological
Survey and documented in a subsequent
environmental assessment, the National Park
Service decided to keep most of Westside
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Road closed forthe foreseeable future. A
reevaluation of the road closure would be done
every three years, pending a change in the
predicted frequency of glacial outburst
flooding. This decision was made partly
because of the cost of either continually
repairing flood damage or rerouting the road,
as well as because of potential impacts on
visitor safety.

Currently, visitors can drive a short way upthe
road, but then they must hike, bicycle, or ride
horses alongthe rest of the road. Although
many visitors see this as an inconvenience,
others who have made the effort have enjoyed
the greater solitude found in this part of the
park. The closure ofthis section of the road
may have redistributed visitor use toward
Paradise and Sunrise, where visitors can more
easily experience subalpine meadows and hike
with small children.

A large stretch of Carbon River Road has been
repeatedly damaged by floods. The flood
damage in 1996 was recently repaired. Within
a month of being repaired, a flood again
eroded the same section of the road, although
to a lesser degree. During the time the road
was closed to motor vehicles, some visitors
enjoyed the 5-mile bicycle ride or hike to the
campground; many others saw this closure as
an inconvenience, particularly families with
children, school groups, andthe physically less
fit. An economic study, completed for the
environmental assessment to repair the road
(NPS 1998a), analyzed the costs. Questions
have been raised about the cost of maintaining
a roadway located in a floodplain. (Although
most park roads follow river corridors, for the
most part they are outside ofthe 100-year
floodplains.)

Issue 9. Prearrival visitor information,
orientationto the park, and interpretive
exhibits and programs are not adequate for
resource protection and visitor enjoyment of
the park.
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Visitor information services play a vitalrole in
resource protection and visitor enjoyment.
Visitor contact stations provide important trip
planning information, including safety
messages, user permits and reservations,
information on significant park resources and
their protection, and information on regional
and park recreational opportunities. As popular
park areas become more crowded and the
logistics of accessing the park become more
complex for visitors, the location, number, and
size of visitor contact facilities inside and near
the park, along with the variety of visitor
services they provide, help determinethe
quality of the visitor experience.

In any season, very little information is avail-
able to visitors beforethey get to the park.
Although visitors are usually greeted by a
ranger and given some basic information atthe
Nisqually, Stevens Canyon, and White River
entrance stations, visitors are not formally
greeted at most approaches into the park,
including the Carbon River entrance, Mowich
Lake Road, Washington State Routes 123 and
410, and U.S. Highway 12. The exhibits at the
Longmire museum andthe visitor centers at
Paradise, Ohanapecosh, and Sunrise are very
old and do not adequately convey the purpose
and significance ofthe park or its important
stories to visitors (such asthe fact that visitors
play an important stewardship role in protect-
ing resources).

The media and range of services provided in
existing visitor contact facilities are outdated
and are not adequately conveying a resource
protection message. Visitor information
services also do not meet current interpretive
standards, park management objectives, orthe
expectations of park visitors.

Issue 10. The National Park Service is under
continual pressure to open up more roads in
the winter so that visitors can enjoy more of
the park. But opening more roads would be
very costly and would pose safety concerns
and increase the potential for resource impacts



(that is, enhanced road access in the winter
might diminish the available winter habitat for
big game species).

The only roads in the park that are open year-
round are the Nisqually to Paradise Road, State
Route 123 from U.S. Highway 12 to Ohanape-
cosh, and usually Carbon River Road. When
the Nisqually to Paradise road is closed at the
Longmire gate, visitors may wait at Longmire
for hours while avalanche hazards are assessed
and the road and parking areas at Paradise are
made accessible. Other roads are not plowed in
the winter, primarily because of the cost,
safety, and resource concems of clearing
additional large volumes of snow.

Interest is growing in increasing vehicle access
to more of the park in winter, particularly
along State Route 410. The Washington State
Department of Transportation once plowed the
north section of State Route 410 over Cayuse
Pass and State Route 123, but stopped plowing
in the early 1970s primarily because of funding
constraints.

Issue 11. There are differing views regarding
winter recreational uses. Questions have been
raised about whether or not the managed snow
play (sledding) area at Paradise should con-
tinue and, if it continues, should it continue as
a managed area? Other issues include whether
or not snowmobiles should be permitted in the
park, and where and how much winter
camping should be pemitted.

In winter, visitors cross-country ski, snowshoe,
winter camp, and snowboard in Mount Rainier.
Withinthe region, Paradise is often the first
area to get snow, usually before the ski resorts
open, which attracts snowboarders and others
tothe area. Much of the park’s winter use
occurs at Paradise, with Mowich Lake, Carbon
River, White River, and Ohanapecosh being
used far less.

Snow play is a historic use ofthe park.
Although the Paradise snow play area is
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enjoyed by many visitors, questions have been
raised about the appropriateness of this activity
because opportunities for snow play exist out-
side the park. Because sledding and sliding
potentially can harm vegetation, sufficient
snow depth is required to prevent damage to
park vegetation. Resource damage is particu-
larly an issue during spring melt-out, when
patches of snow reveal the sensitive subalpine
meadow. In addition, there are several snow
play accidents a year, and creating as safe an
environment as possible for this activity
requires a substantial mvestment of park
resources (money and staff).

Snowmobile use has been allowed in certain
areas ofthe park, but eliminating snowmobiles
is being proposed for reasons of resource
protection, compatibility of visitor uses, and
compliance with law. There was very little
snowmobiling in any of the areas where
snowmobiling was permitted, in part because
the designated routes are so short. Where it did
occur, snowmobiling could adversely affect
some wildlife and visitors (such as cross-
country skiers or snowshoers) seeking quiet
and solitude in the park.

Major Nonwilderness Decision Points.
Visitor Carrying Capacity for the
Nonwilderness Area — What visitor experi-
ences andresource conditions should be main-
tained in the park’s nonwilderness area? How
can visitor use be managed to minimize re-
source impacts and still ensure quality visitor
experiences? Should visitor carrying capacities
be set for Longmire, Paradise, Sunrise, Carbon
River, and the Mowich Lake areas? If new
management zones and standards were estab-
lished, they could either positively or nega-
tively affect the experience of visitors or the
quality of resources. If use was limited in one
area, and visitors were displaced, other areas
within or outside the park could receive higher
use levels and more resource impacts.

If more visitor facilities, such as picnic areas,
were added, the park could accommodate more
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visitors, but there also would be a greater
potential for resource impacts. Changing visi-
tor activities, such as elimmnating campfires or
reducing the number of vehicles in the park,
could reduce resource impacts but could also
detract from visitor enjoyment. Snow campers
would be affected if snow camping at Paradise,
as well as other areas in the park, was in-
creased or decreased. (Tiesto issues 3, 4, 5, 7,
8, 10,and 11.)

Visitor Congestion — How can visitor
congestion be reduced on Mount Rainier’s
roads, in parking areas, and at entrances?
Different techniques can be employed, such as
initiating a shuttle system, changing traffic
flows, eliminating overflow parking, and
establishing vehicle limits and parking
reservations based onthe ability ofthe
resources and facilities to accommodate use.
Employing these methods would help the
National Park Service better meet desired
conditions and carry out its mission to provide
for visitor enjoyment while protecting
resources. But some of these techniques could
be costly, both to the National Park Service
and to visitors.

Stronger management controls could improve
resource conditions and visitors’ experiences,
but they could also detract from visitor
enjoyment and freedom to do whatthey want,
and go where and when they want.
Implementing stronger controls could greatly
inconvenience some visitors, especially ifthey
had to wait along time or were unable to find a
parking space. Although visitor convenience is
important, so is respecting the historic integrity
of cultural resources such as the National
Historic Landmark District and the protection
of natural resources. (Tiesto issue 4.)

Geologic Hazard Risk Management — Mount
Rainier poses considerable geologic hazards to
park visitors, employees, and facilities. Some-
time in the relatively near future there will be a
geologic event, such as a debris flow, that
could result in the loss of life or property inthe
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park. Isthe potential risk for the loss of life
and property great enough to warrant the
closure and relocation of visitor and adminis-
trative facilities? What should park managers
do, if anything, from a visitor preference,
public safety, legal, and moral/ethical view-
point? Onthe one hand moving visitor
facilities such as the White River campground
would not only be unpopular among visitors,
but would be costly. On the other hand doing
nothing could have far more serious costs
sometime in the future. (Tiesto issue 6.)

Mowich Lake Area —The use of Mowich
Lake, the parking area, and the camping area
have adversely affected the lake environment,
which is in wilderness. How should the
Mowich Lake area be managed so asto protect
aquatic resources and wilderness values while
providing for visitor enjoyment? If vehicles
were removed from the Mowich Lake water-
shed to protect the lake’s ecology, visitors who
cannot walk the increased distance to the lake
might not be able to enjoy this area. How can
erosion, ssormwater runoff, sedimentation, and
dust from the road near Mowich Lake andthe
parking lot be reduced? What improvements
can be made to reduce user-caused damage to
vegetation around the lake? Should scarce
funds be devotedto designing a new camp-
ground that would both improve the experi-
ence for visitors and better protectthe lake
environment? (Tiesto issue 4.)

Westside and Carbon River Roads — Should
Westside Road be reopened partly or fully for
public use? Reopening Westside Roadto
motor vehicles would enable many more
people to visit this part of the park. However,
this could also increase resource impacts and
reduce opportunities for solitude. Keeping both
roads open could be very costly when addi-
tional flooding occurs. As with other drainages
in the park, flooding and geological hazards
could strand or harm many visitors withinthe
path of these events. Should both roads, or a
portion ofthe roads, become trails for nonmo-




torized use? If the roads were permanently
convertedtotrails, what activities should be
permitted? What shouldthe park staff do inthe
case of conflicts between hikers, bicyclists,
and horseback users? (Tiesto issues 4 and§.)

Visitor Information Services — Should
additional funds be dedicated to expanding
visitor mformation services? Where and how
should pre-trip information, orientation to the
park, and interpretation of itsresources, be
provided? What improvements should be made
to reduce resource impacts and help visitors
know ahead of time what to expect? Should
information services be improved by reno-
vating or expanding services and facilities
inside the park, by expanding services outside
the park, or by a combination of methods?
Adding new facilities at strategically located
areas leading to the park and improving
information services inside the park would
help increase the effectiveness of the program,
but would also drain the limited NPS financial
resources. (Tiesto issue 9.)

Winter Snow Play — Is snow play an appro-
priate use in Mount Rainier NationalPark? If
so, where should it be permitted? Can it be
managed to limit impacts on resources and on
other visitors? Prohibiting snow play would
help protect resources and save NP S resources
(i.e., money and staff). But prohibiting this use
would reduce the range of experiences offered
in the park. (Tiesto issue 11.)

Winter Access — Should the National Park
Service open up more roads in the winter,
particularly State Route 410 to Cayuse Pass,
State Route 123, Westside Road, andthe road
to Mowich Lake? Could improvements be
made in how visitors get to Paradise? Pro-
viding additional access would allow more
people to enjoy more of the park in the winter,
but it could also increase resource and
wilderness impacts, and affect people seeking
solitude and a primitive recreational experi-
ence. Should visitors be able to continue
driving to Paradise? If so, could improvements
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be made to how visitors get there in their own
vehicles, or would a shuttle help get visitors
there sooner or more visitors get there? (Ties
toissues 10 and 11.)

EXTERNAL BO UNDARY ISSUES

Eighty-three percent of Mount Rainier
National Park is within Pierce County; the rest
is within Lewis County. Yakama County
borders a part of the park’s eastern boundary,
and the park is about 15 miles from King
County. Aspreviously described, much of the
park is surrounded by three national forests
and several associated wilderness areas —the
Mount Baker-Snoqualmie National Forest
(with the Clearwater Wildemess to the north
and the Glacier View Wilderness to the west),
the Wenatchee National Forest (with the
William O. Douglas Wilderness to the east),
and the Gifford Pinchot National Forest (with
the T atoosh Wildemess to the south).

Although the purposes ofthese national forests
differ fromthose of Mount Rainier National
Park, and although Forest Service management
practices differ from those of the National Park
Service, the national forests have helped pro-
tect park resources and views to and fromthe
park. Most national forest lands adjacent to the
park are expectedto continue to be managed in
accordance with current wilderness and
management plan designations, which are
compatible with the park.

Privately owned lands also borderthe
northwest corner of the park, the approach
road leadingto the Carbon River area, and
parts of the westem boundary. Timber harvests
will occur in these areas inthe future.

Issue 12. Park visitors, developments, and
management activities are affecting adjacent
landowners, and activities outside the park
boundaries are, in turn, affecting park
resources and visitors.
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Mount Rainier is a historic and wilderness park
in a rapidly urbanizing region. Nearby com-
munities are continuing to expand. The local
communities surrounding the park are very
much influenced by what happens within the
boundaries of Mount Rainier. Some communi-
ties are realizing greater seasonal sales and tax
benefits from tourist-related expenditures.
However, continuing increases in tourism in
the park and surrounding area could result in
traffic congestion, demand for additional
commercial services, and an overload of
existing community infrastructure. As a result,
the rural character of surrounding communities
could change.

Timber clearcutting practices on nearby private
and U.S. Forest Service lands have affected
views from the park, particularly on the west
and north sides ofthe park. The park’s bound-
ary isnow clearly visible from space due to
timber harvesting. In addition, timber harvests
may be affecting park wildlife populations,
including threatened and endangered species.

Other activities on adjacent U.S. Forest Ser-
vice lands also are affecting the park. The pro-
posed expansion of the Crystal Mountain ski
area (part of the Mount Baker-Snoqualmie
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National Forest on the northeast comer of the
park) is expectedto substantially increase use
in the area, some of which will likely overflow
into the park. In addition, the use of trails that
connect national forest lands with the park,
such as the Pacific Crest Trail, is affecting both
agencies. Coordination among different land
managers can sometimes be difficult because
each agency has its own set of goals and
management practices.

Major External Boundary Decision Points.
Viewshed and Resource Protection alongthe
Park’s Northwest Comer — What land pro-
tection strategies should be pursued to help
protect views and resources in the northwest
corner of the park? If willing sellers exist and
Congress approves, the National Park Service
could seek to expandthe park’s boundaries.
But this can be an expensive and lengthy
undertaking. Other land protection strategies
could be pursued, such as encouraging the U.S.
Forest Service to acquire lands as part of a land
exchange, or the National Park Service orthe
Forest Service could acquire conservation
easements. But these strategies could also be
expensive and might not afford adequate
protection. (Ties to issue 12.)




RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER PLANNING EFFORTS

Several plans have influenced or would be
influenced by the approved general
management plan for Mount Rainier. These
plans have been formulated by the National
Park Service, U.S. Forest Service, regional
and county agencies, and site developers.
Brief descriptions of these plans are
provided in appendix B. Other existing and
ongoing environmental assessments besides
those inthe appendix, such asthe Carbon
River Road Reconstruction Environmental
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Assessment (NPS 1998a), also affect
management and developments in the park.
These documents are on file at the park
headquarters. Several plans for develop-
ments outside the park, such asthe Mount
Rainier Resort at Park Junction, are
described in “Actions Considered in the
Cumulative Impact Analysis” in the
“Environmental Consequences” chapter.
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(blank)
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INTRODUCTION

This chapter presents three alternatives or
approaches for managing Mount Rainier
National Park. Altemative 1, the no-action
altemative (continue current management),
describes existing management of the park to
provide a baseline forthe other alternatives.
Altemative 2 is the National Park Service’s
preferred altemative. It would provide a com-
prehensive approach with emphasis on
resource protection while providing for addi-
tional visitor use opportunities. Alternative 3
would provide more opportunities for visitor
use in different ways from alternative 2, while
also ensuring resource protection. Altematives
2 and 3, which are referredto as the action
altematives, establish different visions for how
Mount Rainier National Park could be man-
aged in the future. They focus on what re-
source conditions and visitor experiences
should be, ratherthan on exactly how those
conditions or experiences would be achieved.
Therefore, the altematives do not describe
specific facility locations or designs, nor do
they present specific visitor use management
techniques.

Each action altemative

e describes the desired conditions (zoning)
for the park

e describes general actions that would be
taken both parkwide and in different parts
of'the park

e recommends a potential boundary
adjustment

e discusses implementation and cost
implications

The management actions for each altemative
are presented geographically — parkwide, the
south area (including Westside Road, Long-
mire, Ricksecker Point, Paradise, and
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Ohanapecosh areas), the northeast area
(including the White River and Sunrise areas),
and the northwest area (including the Mowich
and Carbon River areas). In some areas man-
agement approaches would differ seasonally,
so actions are presented for summer or winter.
Because no major changes are proposed inthe
minor developed areas in the park, such as
Tipsoo Lake, Box Canyon, Reflection Lake,
and Grove of the Patriarchs, these areas are not
discussed separately in the alternatives.

Unless stated otherwise, all current uses and
facilities would continue in all of the alterna-
tives. Also, if changes in management actions
are not discussed, then future management
would be similar to existing management.

At the end of this chapter, common mitigating
measures that would be taken to reduce the
intensity of impacts under the action altema-
tives are described. This is followed by a brief
description of the actions and altematives that
were considered by the planning team but
dropped from further analysis for various
reasons. Following that are three tables that
summarize the altematives,the important
differences amongthem, and their impacts.

In developing the alternatives, several
assumptions were made by the planning team.
These assumptions underpin the altematives.
They are considered “givens” for howthe park
will be managed in the future under all ofthe
altematives.

e No major new developments, including
campgrounds, parking areas, lodges, roads,
and visitor centers (aside from replacing
the Henry M. Jackson Memorial Visitor
Center in altemative 2) would be built
within the park’s existing contiguous
boundaries.
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The major activity centers, including
Longmire, Paradise, Ohanapecosh, White
River, Sunrise, Mowich Lake, and Carbon
River, would continue to be maintained
and would attract the majority of visitors.

Minor developed areas would remain.
Aside from changes that would improve
the visitor experience in these areas, such
as refining trail access, adding signs and
parking, and adding vault toilets, no major
changes are proposed.

Recent decisions or proposals would
continue to be implemented, including the
following;

= building an environmental education
center at T ahoma W oods

= rehabilitating and replacing interpretive
exhibits throughout the park, in
accordance with the “Long-Range
Interpretive Plan” (NP S 2000a); a
major rehabilitation or replacement of
the audiovisual programs and exhibits
would occur in the Paradise, Sunrise,
and Ohanapecosh Visitor Centers, the
Longmire Museum, and in the White
River, Wilkeson, Longmire, and
Paradise Wilderness Information
Centers; wayside exhibits throughout
the park would also be replaced

*  moving some operational/
nonemergency response functions from
Longmire to T ahoma Woods
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replacing the nonhistoric fee booth at
the White River entrance with two
booths.

building a new permanent collection
storage facility at Tahoma Woods to
ensure long-term preservation, to
accommodate expansion of the
collection, and to encourage increased
use of the collection by researchers and
the public; the environmental analysis
for this facility and forthe new
environmental education facility would
be completed later

replacing the Sunrise Lodge with a
ranger/concession facility, and the
Sunrise campground would be restored
to anatural condition, as called for n
the Sunrise Development Concept Plan
/ Environmental Assessment (NPS
1992b)

The population of the Puget Sound region,
as well as park visitation, would continue
to grow over the time horizon of this plan
(20 years).

The majority of visitors would continue to
want to visit the park from June through
October, primarily on good-weather
weekends and holidays.

As an active volcano, Mount Ramier
would continue to pose a potential threat to
visitor and employee safety and to park
facilities.



ALTERNATIVE 1: NO ACTION

This altemative provides a baseline for
evaluating the changes and impacts ofthe two
action alternatives. Under this alternative,
Mount Rainier National Park would continue
to be managed as it has inthe past, relying on
the “Statement for Management” (NP S
1988b), the Wilderness Management Plan
(NPS 1992¢), and other approved plans. The
park staff would continue to respondto issues
on a case-by-case basis. No major new con-
struction projects would be undertaken, and
major changes in management direction would
not occur — current management practices
would continue.

CURRENTPARK ZONING

Under altemative 1 the guidelines and manage-
ment zoning described in the “Statement for
Management” (NP S 1988b) and in the Wilder-
ness Management Plan (NP S 1992¢) would
continue to be followed. There are three man-
agement zone for the park’s nonwilderness
areas and three for wilderness. Because it was
not designated when these plans were devel-
oped, the existing National Historic Landmark
District istreated as a zone overlying the
underlying nonwilderness and wilderness
zones.

Zone Definitions

Nonwilderness Zones. T here are three
nonwilderness zones:

Natural Zone — The natural zone includes
lands and waters managed to conserve natural
resources and ecological processes and to
provide for their use and enjoyment by the
public in ways that do not adversely affect
these resources and processes. Development
would be limitedto dispersed recreational and
essential management facilities that have no
adverse effect on scenic quality or natural
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processes, and that are essential for manage-
ment, visitor use, orthe appreciation of natural
resources. Examples of such facilities include
trails, signs and trailside information displays,
shelters, stream-gauging devices, and weather
stations.

Development Zone —The development zone
includes lands and waters managed to provide
and maintain facilities serving park managers
and visitors. It includes areas where park
development or intensive use may substantially
alterthe natural environment or the setting for
culturally significant resources. Impacts asso-
ciated with such developments would be
mitigatedto the greatest extent possible. The
development zone encompasses the facilities
themselves and all associated lands directly
modified as a result of their continuing man-
agement and use. Development zones would
be restricted to the smallest area necessary to
accommodate required development and use.
Additional development zones would be estab-
lished only after considering altemative sites
(including locations outside the park and
locations outside areas with significant natural
and cultural resources) and alternative levels of
use, facilities, and services.

Special-use Zone — This zone includes lands
and waters that would continue to be used for
activities not appropriate in other zones, such
as the Nisqually River and Silver Springs
dikes, the snow play area, a telephone cable
corridor, and radio antennas.

Wilderness Zones. The lands and waters in
wilderness zones are congressionally desig-
nated wilderness, and they are managed in
accordance with the 1964 Wildemess Act, the
Washingon Park Wilderness Act of 1988
(which established the Mount Rainier Wilder-
ness), and NPS Management Policies (NPS
1988a). Development would be minimal in all
wilderness zones. Trails and primitive
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campsites would be maintained, along with
ranger patrol cabins, shelters, and fire
lookouts.

The Wilderness Management Plan (NP S
1992c¢) is based on the goals stated in the
documents above for managing the wilderness,
consistent with legal andpolicy requirements.
The 1992 plan establishes three wilderness
zones: trail, cross-country, and alpine zones.
The plan describes thetypes of structures
allowed in wilderness, standards for resource
and social conditions, and standards for admin-
istrative use and management. As described
below, varying degrees of challenge and
opportunity for solitude are provided by the
three zones. (Full zone descriptions are
provided in the Wilderness Management Plan.)

Trail Zone —Thetrail zone includes durable
and well-maintained trails that provide for easy
access to wilderness by large numbers of
visitors at any one time, with impacts
concentrated alongthetrails and camping
permitted only at designated campsites. During
the peak season this zone would likely provide
only limited opportunities for experiencing
solitude; and ovemight use is limited to 12
people for group campsites and 5 people for
individual campsites. From October through
May, or when snow depth exceeds 2 feet,
group size is limitedto 12 people per site.
There are no limits on day use. Stock use is
permitted on specifiedtrails and at specified
camps.

Cross-country Zone — Wildemess areas
within this zone are more “pristine” than in the
trail zone and offer visitors opportunities for
challenge and solitude. Visitors are expected to
use these areas without assistance, thus there
are no signs, designated campgrounds, facili-
ties, structures, or well-developed and main-
tained trails, although some areas may have
narrow “way” trails. Users are encouraged to
follow minimum impact techniques. The
opportunity for experiencing solitude varies
from moderate to high, but in most cases it is
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likely higher than in the trail zone. During
summer, or when snow cover is less than 2
feet, ovemight camping groups are limitedto 5
people. From October through May, or when
snow depth exceeds 2 feet, group size is
limitedto 12 people. There are no limits on
day use. Stock use is not permitted.

Alpine zone — Areas in the alpine zone
provide for climbing and alpine hiking oppor-
tunities with a higher degree of challenge and
experiencethan inthe cross-country zone.
With few exceptions, no designated trails exist
in this zone, although some areas may have
narrow “way” trails that lead to more heavily
used vistas or climbing routes. Visitors are
encouragedto camp on permanent Snow or ice.
They may also camp on bare ground areas that
have previously been used as campsites. No
camping is permitted on vegetated areas.

The construction of new campsites would not
be allowed in the alpine zone, and the enhance-
ment of existing sites with additional construc-
tion such asrock walls or windbreaks would
not be permitted. The opportunity to experi-
ence solitude during the summer months
ranges from high on the more remote ortech-
nically difficult climbing routesto extremely
low on the more popular routes. Group sizes
for public use are limitedto 12 people when
camping on snow and ice, and 5 people when
camping on bare ground.

Concessioner-guided groups that pass through
Camp Muir are limitedto atotal of 59 spaces
for all climbing routes on any given night. T his
includes 35 spaces per night at Camp Muir
(plus permanent camp staff members), 12
spaces per night onthe Muir Snowfield
(including guides), and 12 spaces on Ingraham
Flats (including guides). This ensures that
commercial groups that are camped will not
exceed one-third ofthe total possible nighttime
capacity. Stock use is not permitted.
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National Historic Landmark District. The
Mount Rainier National Historic Landmark
District overlies the development zone, but it
also includes the Wonderland and Northern
Loop trails and some structures in the wilder-
ness area. All these lands within the National
Historic Landmark District are to be managed
for the preservation, protection, and interpre-
tation of cultural resources and their settings
and to provide for their use and enjoyment by
the public. Development in the zone must be
compatible with the preservation and interpre-
tation of cultural values. Consistent with poli-
cies forthe preservation and use of cultural
resources, historic structures may be adap-
tively used for utilitarian or other purposes.

Allocation of Zones

Because most of Mount Rainier National Park
is congressionally designated wilderness (97%
of the park, or 228,480 acres), the three
existing wilderness zones cover most ofthe
park, as shown in the Existing Conditions map.
The allocation of both nonwilderness and
wilderness zones is described below.

Nonwilderness Zones. Application of the
nonwilderness zones includes the following,

Development Zone —The development zone
includes the following areas, covering a total
of approximately 414 acres and associated
roads and trails:

e Longmire: administrative offices,
Longmire Museum, National Park Inn, old
gas station, maintenance complex, park
and concession employee residences, old
(Macy) domitory, community building,
wastewater treatment plant, old
campground, and various associated
facilities.

e Paradise: Paradise Inn, Guide House,
Henry M. Jackson Memorial Visitor
Center, ranger station, park and concession
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employee residences, wastewater treatment
plant and associated facilities

o Ohanapecosh: ranger station, maintenance
complex, visitor center, seasonal employee
residences, campground, and wastewater
treatment plant

e  White River: entrance station, ranger
station, seasonal employee residences,
campground, and small maintenance
facility

o Sunrise: visitor center, Sunrise (day) lodge
(i.e., ranger station and concession
building), park and concession seasonal
employee residences, and related facilities

e Carbon River: entrance station, ranger
station, old employee residences,
associated storage and maintenance
facilities

e Nisqually: entrance station, employee
residences, administrative offices, and
associated storage and maintenance
facilities

e Stevens Canyon: entrance station

e Other campgrounds: campsites at the
Sunshine Point, White River, Ipsut Creek,
Cougar Rock, Sunrise, and Mowich Lake
areas

e  Tahoma Woods: park headquarters,
employee residences, greenhouse,
wastewater treatment plant, horse bam,
and storage area

Natural Zone — This zone covers about 6,708
acres and includes two nonwilderness areas
near the Nisqually entrance, thePParadise
Meadows, the Sunrise meadows and
campground area, and an area north of Carbon
River Road.
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Special-use Zone — The special use zone
includes several structures and small areas in
the park, covering about 10 acres. The
Nisqually River and Silver Springs dikes, the
snow play area, a telephone cable corridor, and
radio antennas are included in this zone.

Wilderness Zones. Application of the
wilderness zones includes the following.

Trail Zone —This zone currently applies to
55,811 acres ofthe park and includes areas of
lower forest, subalpine, and some alpine
environments. Within this zone are all but two
of'the well-developed and maintained type A
and B trails, trailside camps, and areas within
0.25 mile of thetrails or trailside camps.
Where trailside camps are on lakes, thetrail
zone includes an area of 0.25 mile around the
lakes. A total of 38 trailside camps with 143
individual campsites and 23 group sites have
been established within the trail zone.

Cross-country Zone — T he cross-country zone
includes 124,739 acres of the park and covers
lands and waters located a minimum of 0.25
mile fromthe trail zone and from roads. The
zone currently extends from lower forest areas
to subalpine environments up to treeline
(generally 6,000-6,800 feet elevation). The
2,540-acre Butter Creek Research Natural
Area (the area within the park) is included
within this zone, but it is managed differently
than the rest ofthe zone inthat no recreational
use is permitted in this area.

Alpine Zone — Areas in the alpine zone
provide challenging climbing and alpine hiking
opportunities. This47,930-acre zone includes
the area abovetreeline and primarily contains
exposed rock, glaciers, and snowfields. The
opportunity to experience solitude during the
summer months ranges from high on the more
remote or technically difficult climbing routes
to extremely low on popular routes.

National Historic Landmark District. The
district covers 1,716 acres, which overlie other
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nonwilderness and wilderness zones. It in-
cludes the park road system and most of the
major developed areas. Most of the Longmire,
Paradise, and Sunrise areas are in this zone.
Some wilderness structures (e.g., ranger cabins
and lookouts along the Wonderland Trail) also
are included in this district, sothey are
included in both the historic zone and a
wilderness subzone.

PARKWIDE ACTIONS
Resource and Visitor Management

Under this alternative, Mount Rainier National
Park would continue to be managed as it has in
the past, relying on the*“Statement for Man-
agement” (NP S 1988b), the Wilderness
Management Plan (NPS 1992¢), and other
approved plans. The park staff would continue
to respondto issues a case by case, and major
changes in management direction would not
occur; that is, current management practices
would continue. No major new initiatives
would be pursued to manage visitors in the
nonwilderness and wilderness areas, and a
parkwide visitor carrying capacity strategy
would not be established.

Interpretation, Education,
Information, and O rientation

Opportunities for interpretation, information,
and orientation would continue to be available
at existing facilities both inside and outside the
park. The exhibits and media at the Paradise,
Ohanapecosh, and Sunrise visitor centers, the
Longmire museum, and the White River,
Wilkeson, Longmire, and Paradise wilderness
information ranger stations would be
rehabilitated in accordance with the “Long-
Range Interpretive Plan” (NP S 2000a). The
National Park Service would continue to work
with partners to provide information to visitors
at locations outside the park, including the
visitor contact stations at Silver Creek, Enum-
claw, and Packwood, and the Outdoor Recre-



ation Information Center in Seattle. The park
wilderness information centers would remain
in their current locations.

The Henry M. Jackson Memorial Visitor
Center, which was built at Paradise in the mid-
1960s, has more than 500,000 visitors per year.
The 60,000-square-foot structure is at an
elevation of 5,400 feet and is subject to
extreme weather conditions, including high
snow accumulation, cold temperatures, high
winds, and an extended winter season. In
addition to visitor services (information desk,
restrooms, auditorium, exhibit space, book-
store, observation area, gift shop, and food
services), the facility provides seasonal ranger
and concessioner quarters, interpretive and
ranger staff offices, maintenance workrooms,
heating, ventilation, air conditioning space,
and backup electrical generation for the
Paradise area. Under this alternative current
uses would remain, and interior spaces would
not be rehabilitated.

Wildemess Management and Use

Day and O vernight Use. Designated wilder-
ness in Mount Rainier would continue to be
managed according to the Wilderness Manage-
ment Plan (NPS 1992¢). The zones and
established standards in that plan would
continue to be followed. The limits of accept-
able change monitoring would continue. Day
use in wilderness would continue to be
unregulated.

Wilderness Trailheads. Wilderness trailheads
are not in wilderness but are described here
because they are where people begin their
wilderness experiences. At all times parking at
wilderness trailheads would continue to take
place on a first-come, first-served basis.
Overflow parking would continue to occur at
wilderness trailheads.
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Winter Use

Skiing, Snowshoeing, and Snowboarding.
These activities would continue to be allowed
throughout the park.

O vernight Camping. Drive-in camping atthe
Sunshine Pomnt and Ipsut Creek campgrounds
would continue to be available in the winter.
Snow camping would continue to be allowed
at existing locations in Paradise when there is
5 feet of snow cover. Walk-in or ski-in camp-
ing would continue to be allowed at Ohanape-
cosh. In other areas a minimum of 2 feet of
snow cover for camping would be encouraged.
Permits would continue to be required for
ovemight camping in the wilderness area.

Trails System

The existing trails system would be maintained
accordingto current practices, and there would
be no new management mitiatives.
Management issues would be addressed as
time and funds allow.

Geologic Hazards

The National Park Service would continue its
current effortsto alert visitors to potential
geologic hazards (e.g., debris flows, volcanic
eruptions, glacial outburst floods) in the park.
Notices about the threat of geologic hazards
would continue to be included in the park
newsletter and Web site, as well as park
exhibits. Signs would be maintained in high
hazard areas, such asthe White River and
Cougar Rock campgrounds.

Air Quality

The park staff would continue to work with its
partners to maintain and improve the air
quality of the park and region. However, no
new efforts would be initiated to minimizethe
effects of in-park pollution sources on air
quality.
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Preserving Natural Soundscapes

The park staff would continue to enforce
existing noise policies in the wilderness area.
However, no new efforts would be initiated to
minimizethe effects of aircraft overflights or
land-based noise sources on natural quiet in the
wilderness area.

Management of Pack Stock

Pack stock would continue to be permitted on
designated trails and roads.

Management of Tour Buses

No new efforts to manage tour buses would be
initiated.

ACTIONS BY GEO GRAPHIC
AREA — SUMMER

Under the no-action alternative (continue
current management), existing management
policies would be continued and no new
initiatives would be implemented.

Westside Road

Private vehicles would continue to be allowed
to drive on Westside Road up to the road
closure at the Dry Creek parking area from
Memorial Day until snow closes the road.
Beyondthis point only park administrative
vehicles would be allowed. The road would be
permanently maintained for vehicular use up to
the Dry Creek parking area. Other activities
would include bicycling, hiking, and pack
stock use. No other means of access (such as
shuttles) would be provided, and no additional
parking or visitor facilities would be
constructed.

Longmire

No major new visitor use management efforts
would be made at Longmire. Exigting parking
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facilities would be maintained and overflow
parking would continue to be allowed. The
former campground would continue to be used
only by park volunteers. Other visitor and
administrative facilities would be maintamned,
and no major new facilities would be
constructed.

Ricksecker Point

The land inside the road loop would continue
to be largely undeveloped and there would be
no new visitor facilities.

Paradise

No additional efforts would be made to
manage visitor use at Paradise.

e Visitor access: Private vehicles would
continue to driveto Paradise year-round,
with parking on a first-come, first-served
basis. The only limits on the number of
vehicles pemmitted at Paradise would be
the number of parking spaces. No shuttles
would be provided for visitors except for
climbing concession guests, most of whom
would continue to use a shuttle. The volun-
tary employee shuttle would also continue.

e Traffic flow circulation: Visitors would
continue to travel to Paradise alongthe
two-way road to the Paradise parking lots.
Visitors would then exit Paradise by
driving east past the Paradise Inn along the
one-way Paradise Valley Road or by
retuming on the two-way road.

e Parking: There would continue to be 750
designated parking spaces, with parking
spaces for tour buses. Overflow parking
would continue to be allowed, which
would provide additional parking spaces
(500+ cars). A historicturnaround, a
parking area accessible to visitors with
disabilities, and a holding area for private
shuttles would remain adjacent to the
Paradise Inn.



o Henry M. Jackson Memorial Visitor
Center: The visttor center would continue
to be used and maintained, but would not
be rehabilitated.

Ohanape cosh

Visitor and administrative facilities at
Ohanapecosh area would continue to be
maintained, and the existing day-use and
visitor center parking areas would remain in
their current configuration.

White River

No major new visitor use management
initiatives would occur in the White River
area. Visitors would continue to drive to this
area on a first-come, first-served basis. All
visitor facilities at the campground would be
retained.

Sunrise

Sunrise would be managed as it has been in the
past. No major new visitor use management
initiatives would occur.

e Visitor access: Visitors could continue to
drive to Sunrise, with parkingon a first-
come, first-served basis. No shuttles would
be provided, and there would be no limits
on the number of vehicles permitted at
Sunrise (except as limited by the number
of parking spaces).

e Parking: Designated parking spaces would
continue to be provided for 260 private
vehicles, with overflow parking for up to
340 vehicles. Parking spaces would
continue to be provided for tour buses.

o Visitor and administrative facilities: With
the exception of Sunrise Lodge, all the
existing facilities at Sunrise would be
retained. The Sunrise Lodge would be
replaced with a ranger/concession facility.
The developedpicnic area north ofthe
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Sunrise “stockade complex” would be
maintained at its current size. No new
picnic sites would be added.

Mowich

No major new visitor use management
initiatives would occur in the Mowich area.

e Visitor access: The gravel road fromthe
park boundary to Mowich Lake would
remain open and would continue to be
maintained for private vehicle use. The
turnaround point would remain at the end
of the road near the camping area, which
lies within the lake’s watershed. The
number of vehicles on the road would not
be limited.

e Parking: No changes would occur to the
existing parking area. The existing 50
designated parking spaces would be
retained. Overflow parking alongthe
roadway would continue to be allowed. No
new initiatives would be occur to manage
these parking spaces.

o Jisitor facilities: Walk-in camping would
continue to be permitted in a large circular
disturbed area atthe end of the road that
was formerly used as a parking lot. This
area would not have designated campsites.
Picnic sites in the Mowich area and at Paul
Peak would be retained.

Carbon River

No major new visitor use management
initiatives would occur at Carbon River.

o Visitor access: Theroadto Ipsut Creek
would be repaired and maintained
(including repair of future washouts).
Visitors could drive their private vehicles
to Ipsut Creek. No shuttles would be
provided. Hiking and bicycling alongthe
road would continue to be allowed, along
with the use of pack stock.
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e Parking: No changes would be made to
parking spaces, and overflow parking
would continue to be permitted alongthe
road.

o Visitor and administrative facilities: The
existing administrative facilities at the
Carbon River entrance would be retained.
The campground at Ipsut Creek would be
maintained in its current use for drive-in
camping. The existingpicnic sites at Ipsut
Creek campground and along Carbon
River Road would also remain.

ACTIONS BY GEO GRAPHIC
ARFA — WINTER

As for summer actions underthe no-action
altemative (continue current management),
existing management policies would be
continued and no new initiatives would be
implemented.

Westside Road

Westside Road would not be plowed. Visitors
could continue to drive up to the existing road
closure near the junction with the Nisqually to
Paradise road. Skiing and snowshoeing would
still be permitted.

Longmire

There would be no change in management
actions or facilities at Longmire.

Ricksecker Point

The area would remain closed to vehicular
access. Skiing and snowshoeing would still be
permitted.

Paradise

The road from Nisqually to Paradise would
continue to be plowed, and visitors would be
allowed to drive to Paradise when weather
conditions permit. The groomed snow play
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area (with a parking area and restrooms) would
continue to be maintained, and snow play
would continue to be allowed only in the
designated area (providedthat there is 5 feet of
snow cover). Staffing of the snow play area
would continue to be provided on weekends
and holidays.

Ohanape cosh

The state would continue to plow State Route
123 up to Ohanapecosh, and existing winter
parking facilities would be maintained. Skiing,
snowshoeing, and snowboarding, and winter
camping would still be allowed.

Northeast Area

Existing management policies would be con-
tinued, and no major new initiatives would be
implemented. As isnow the practice during the
winter, State Route 410 would not be plowed,
and the northeast portion ofthe park would
remain closedto private vehicles. The existing
sno-park at the park boundary would be
maintained, and skiing, snowboarding, and
snowshoeing would be allowed on the roadto
the campground, as well as beyondthe Mather
wye (State Route 410). No visitor facilities
would be available, and there would be no
major new initiatives to manage visitors at
these locations.

Mowich

As is the current practice, the roadto Mowich
Lake would not be plowed, and private
vehicles would continue to be allowed onthe
unpaved road only upto the gate at the Paul
Peak trailhead, just inside the park boundary.
Skiing and snowshoeing would continue to be
allowed.

Carbon River
Carbon River Road would remain open for

private vehicles tothe Ipsut Creek camp-
ground, except during temporary closures



caused by unusual snowfall, downed trees, or
washouts, but the road would not be plowed.
Skiing and snowshoeing would be allowed, but
typically this area has insufficient snowfall for
these activities.

COSTS AND IMPLEMENTATION

Management actions described under the no-
action alternative (continue current manage-
ment) would continue to be implemented over
the next 20 years as funding became available.
Priorities for implementation would remain as
identified n existing approved documents,
such as the park’s “Strategic Plan (NP S 2000b)
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and Resource Management Plan (NPS 1999¢).
Because this altemative would not involve any
new management initiatives or new capital
expenditures, there would be no initial costs
associated with its implementation.

There would be no additional park employ-
ment under the no-action altemative (continue
current management). The costs of ongoing
park operations and maintenance would
continue at essentially current levels.
Information about the park’s operations and
maintenance budgets are on file at park
headquarters.



ALTERNATIVE 2: PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

The National Park Service’s preferred
altemative would enhance both visitor use
opportunities andthe protection of natural and
cultural resources, compared to the no-action
altemative (continue current management).
This would be accomplished by modifying
management practices to improve existing
conditions and address changes that are
anticipated inthe next 20 years.

The primary goals ofthe preferred alternative
would be to better manage peak-period
visitation so that it did not adversely affect
visitor experiences and park resources and to
encourage more off-peak use of the park. Key
elements of the preferred altemative include
the following:

e Establish a visitor carrying capacity
framework and use it to ensure the
preservation of park resources andthe
quality of the visitor experience.

e Establish shuttle services while also
eliminating parking, which would reduce
traffic congestion and ensure effective
visitor transportation within the park.

e Provide additional opportunities for
visitors to use the park in the summer and
winter.

e Replace the Henry M. Jackson Memorial
Visitor Center at Paradise with a smaller,
more efficient visitor center.

e Improve the visitor information program
internally and extemally.

e Enhance the protection of resources,
including air quality and natural
soundscapes.
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Unless otherwise stated in the “Direction for
the Plan” section, all existing park facilities
would continue to be maintained and existing
recreational uses would continue to be per-
mitted. Past decisions regarding facilities, such
as congtructing a new ranger station/con-
cession facility at Sunrise, also would be
implemented.

PROPOSED ZONING

Zone Definitions

Through the general management planning
process, a new set of prescriptive management
zones was developed for the park. The new
prescriptive zones would manage different
areas ofthe park to achieve different physical,
biological, and social conditions. As shown in
table 1, each zone is defmed in terms of
desired resource conditions, desired visitor
experiences, and facilities and activities. The
zones also provide a framework for managing
ovemight use and day use levels, unlike the
zones currently used. A complete description
of'the zones is provided in appendix C.

As with the no-action alternative (continue
current management),the Mount Rainier
National Historic Landmark District would
continue to overlie the prescriptive manage-
ment zones. Most of the district would be
within nonwilderness zones, but the Wonder-
land and Northem Loop trails and some
structures in the wilderness zones would also
be within the National Historic Landmark
District.



TABLE 1: MANAGEMENT ZONE DERNITIONS

Alternative 2: Preferred Alternative

Manage-
ment Zone

Desired
Resource Condition

Desired
Visitor Experience

Facilities
and Activities

Wilderness Zones — In all zones, activities would be consistent with the wilderness designation. Unmaintained,
constructed trails might still be present and still be used in all of these zones.

Research
natural area

Pristine

Primitive

High-use
climbing

Moderate-
use
climbing
Semi-
primitive
trail

Transition
trail

Would provide a baseline for
ecological study, with no
visible signs ofhuman use.

Essentially untouched environ-

ment thatis modified only by
existing cultural resources.

Largely natural, unmodified
landscape.

Natural landscape modified by
the presenceofwildemess-
appropriate structures. No
visible signs ofhuman use off
the routes.

Similar to the high-use
climbing zone.

Natural landscape modified by
the presenceofwildemess-
appropuate structures.

Natural landscape modified by
the presenceofwildemess-
approprate structures.

Nonwilderness Zones

Primitive

Sensitive
resource /
recreation

Roaded
multiuse

Visitor
facilities

Maintained in a natural state,
similar to wilderness primi-
tive zone, except trails may
be provided.

Natural landscape, with no
human usevisible outside

designated trails and use
areas.

Natural landscape modified
by developed facilities.

High modification to natural
processes and the natural
landscape.

None. Access would be for
approved research and
educational pumposes only.

The feeling ofbeing alone.

Opporttunities to experience soli-
tude and quiet. Visitors would
feel apart from other people, but
not entirely alone.

A moderate to high degree of
social interaction and few
oppottunities for solitude.

Moderate to low degreeofsocial
interaction and more oppor-
tunities for solitude.

Wildemess experience with
occasional periods ofsolitude.

Wildemess hiking experience
with a high degreeofsocial
interaction and few opportunities
for solitude.

Similar to the wilderness
primitive zone.

Experience ofpark resources
generaly unimpeded by other
visitors and relatively closeto
developed facilities. A high
degree ofsocial interaction.

High degree ofsocial interaction;
motorized vehicles limited to
public shuttles, visitors with dis-
abilities, and park administration.
Highly structured opportunities to
enjoy and leam about park; ac-
cess by foot, bicycle, and motor
vehicle; high degree of'social
interaction.
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Research and educational
putposes only.

Very minimal signs ofhuman
use, no trails or designated
campsites ofany kind.

Minimal signs ofhuman use,
except for a fow primitive routes
and designated campsites in
alpine areas.

A few wilderness-appropriate
structures such as primitive routes
and designated campsites.
Activities oriented toward
mountaineering.

Similar to the high-use climbing
zone.

Designated trails, camps, and
other wildemess-appropriate
structures. Activities oriented
toward hiking.

Same as the semiprimitive zone,
but with greater evidence of
human use.

Similar to the wilderness primi-
tive zone. However, ovemight
camping wouldnot be permitted.

Facilities and structures in
localized areas. Hiking would be
the primary activity.

Gravel roads, trails, walk-in
campgrounds and picnic areas,
small buildings. Activities would
include hiking and bicyding.

A wide array ofvisitor services
and facilities, including roads,
entrance stations, visitor centers,
lodges, and campgrounds; activi-
ties would include bicycling,
hiking, snow play, scenic driving,
skiing, and camping.
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TABLE 1: MANAGEMENT ZONE DERNITIONS (continued)

Management Desired Desired Facilities
Zone Resource Condition Visitor Experience and Activities
Administrative  High modification to natural ~ General visitation would not Concentrations ofadministrative

facilities to support park
management and operation.
Activities would be associated

processes and the natural
landscape.

occur, although some visitors
might access these areas to obtain
staffassistance or leam about

historically significant buildings.

with park administration.

After definingthe desired resource conditions
and visitor experiences in terms of manage-
ment zones, the National Park Service applied
them to Mount Rainier National Park. The
results are shown inthe mapsentitled Summer
Management Zones and Winter Management
Zones.

Summary of Wilderness
Management Zones

Seven management zones would be applied to
the wilderness to allow for a variety of trail
and off-trail experiences. The zones would be
the same in the summer and winter, although
in the winterthe wilderness would be less
accessible to visitors because of snow.

e Areas without maintained trails would
primarily fall into either the pristine or the
primitive zones. Most of the lower forest
and glaciers would be classified as
pristine, and most of the subalpine region
would be in the primitive category.

e The Butter Creek Research Natural Area
would be a separate zone. Accesstothis
area would be limitedto approved research
and educational purposes.

e The major climbing routes would be
within either the moderate-use or the high-
use climbing zones.

e Mosttrail corridors and associated
designated campsites, including much of
the Wonderland T'rail, would be classified
as semiprimitive trail.
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o A fewof'the more popular trails, including
trailsto Spray Park, Comet Falls, and
Burroughs Mountain, would be
categorized as transition trail.

Summary of Nonwildemess
Management Zones

Management zones for the nonwilderness areas
ofthe park are summarized intable 2. In some
areas, different management zones would be
applied seasonally to accommodate the major
differences in types of use and resource pro-
tection that are associated with winter snow
cover. The application of summer zones
usually would be gin between the end of May
and July, depending on the area, and would
end when the roads could not be kept clear
using push plows. This situation usually occurs
between late September and mid-October.

Generally, the visitor experience of the man-
agement prescription would become more
primitive in winter, when facilities such as
roads, restrooms, and picnic tables are covered
by snow. Resource management concerns
change seasonally as soils and vegetation are
protected by snow.

PARKWIDE ACTIONS

Visitor Experience and Resource
Protection (Carrying C apacity)

Under the preferred alternative, a visitor
experience and resource protection framework
would be established for Mount Rainier, as
illustrated on the Carrying Capacity Frame-
work figure. This approach to addressing
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Alternative 2: Preferred Alternative

TABLE 2: NONWILDERNESS MANAGEMENT ZONES FOR THE PRE FERRED ALTERNATIVE

Management Zone

Location Summer Winter
Southern Part ofPark
Areasouth ofthe Nisqually to Paradise Road Primitive Primitive
Kautz Creek maintenance area Administrative Administrative
Areasouth of Longmire Prmitive Primitive
Grove ofthe Patriarchs Sensitive resource / recreation Prmitive
Paradise Meadows Sensitive resource / recreation Sensitive resource / recreation
Ohanapecosh trails area Sensitive resource / recreation Prmitive
Camp Muir Sensitive resource / recreation Sensitive resource / recreation
Ricksecker Point Visitor facilities Primitive
Woestside Road Roaded multiuse Primitive
Cougar Rock campground and picnic area Visitor facilities Sensitive resource / recreation
Paradisepicnic area Visitor facilities Primitive
State Route 123 north from Ohanapecosh to the Visitor facilities Primitive

Stevens Canyon entrance
Tahoma Woods

Nisqually entrance

Road fromthe Nisqually entrance to the upperParadise

paking area
Paradise Valley Road, including parking areas
Sunshine Point campground
Part of Paradisedeveloped area, including visitor
center,inn, and picnic area

Partof Paradisedeveloped area, including NPS and
concession offices, enployee dormitories, and the
GuideHouse

Part of Longmirearea, including the wildemess
information center’'museum, inn, and Trail ofthe
Shadows

Part of Longmirearea, including maintenance area,
offices, employee housing, community building

Skate Creek access road

Historic Longmire campground

Ohanapecosh visitor center, campground, picnic area,
and associated parking areas

Ohanapecosh ranger station, maintenance, and
employeehousing area

State Route 123 fromthe junction with State Route
410 south to Ohanapecosh

State Route 123 from Ohanapecosh south to the park
boundary

Stevens Canyon Road
Northeast Part of P ark

White River camp ground

Trail areas at Sunrtise

State Route 410 fromits intersection with the Sunrise
Road Mather wye)to the east patk boundary at
Chinook Pass

Visitor facilities and
administrative
Visitor facilities and
administrative
Visitor facilities
Visitor facilities
Visitor facilities
Visitor facilities

Administrative

Visitor facilities

Administrative
Roaded multiuse
Visitor facilities
Visitor facilities
Administrative
Visitor facilities
Visitor facilities
Visitor facilities
Visitor facilities

Sensitive resource / recreation
Visitor facilities
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Visitor facilities and
administrative

Visitor facilities and
administrative

Visitor facilities

Primitive

Visitor facilities

Visitor facilities

Administrative

Visitor facilities

Administrative

Administrative

Administrative

Sensitive resource / recreation

Administrative

Prmitive

Visitor facilities

Primitive

Primitive

Prmitive

Prmitive
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TABLE 2: NONWILDERNESS MANAGEMENT ZONES FOR THE PRE FERRED ALTERNATIVE (Continued)

Management Zone

Location Summer Winter
Camp Schurman Sensitive resource / recreation Sensitive resource / recreation
White River entrance area Administrative Primitive
Roads fromthe White River entranceto the White Visitor facilities Primitive

River campground and to Sunitise, including the
parking area
Sunrise visitor center, ranger station/concession Visitor facilities Primitive
facility, picnic area, and walk-in campground
Tipsoo Lake parking and picnic area Visitor facilities Primitive
Paik operations areas at White River and Suniise, Administrative Primitive
including employee housing and maintenance
areas

Nortthwest Part of Park

Area north ofCarbon River Road Primitive Primitive

Carbon River Road
Ipsut Creek campground

Mowich Lake Road upto itsnew terminus about
0.5 mile before the lake

Mowich Lake Road fromits new terminus to the
lake

Mowich Lake campground

Roaded multiuse
Roaded multiuse
Visitor facilities

Roaded multiuse

Visitor facilities

Roaded multiuse
Roaded multiuse
Primitive

Primitive

Primitive

carrying capacity is similar to the wilderness
limits of acceptable change (LAC) process that
has been used to monitor and manage the
Mount Rainier Wildemess since 1989.

At the top of the framework, guiding all
actions, is a vision of resource and ecological
integrity, visitor use, and visitor experience for
Mount Rainier. This vision is to ensure that all
natural processes and functions are operating
with minimal changes due to visitors, and that
visitors have high-quality experiences.

Inventorying the park’s resources and visitor
uses constitutes the next level ofthe frame-
work. Ecological systems play a major role in
determiningthe type and level of visitor use
that can be accommodated in different parts of
the park.

The next step involves defining prescriptive
management zones, which were summarized in
table 1, and allocatingthem to specific park
locations (table 2). For each zone, indicators
and standards are selected. Indicators are
specific, measurable variables that can be
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monitored to determine the quality of natural
and cultural resource conditions and visitor
experiences. Standards identify the minimum
acceptable conditions for each resource or
social indicator and warn when management
actions are merited.

The indicators are systematically monitored in
the zones to determine the conditions of
resources and visitor experiences. Effective
monitoring of resource and social indicators
provides the documentation needed to imple-
ment meaningful management action. Moni-
toring documents if and when a management
action isneeded to keep conditions within the
standards.

The final level is management action. Manage-
ment actions would be taken if resource condi-
tions or visitor experiences were out of
standard or monitoring indicated a downward
trend in the condition of the resources or
visitor experiences. The intent of the manage-
ment actions would be to improve the situation
and achieve the intended conditions within the
zone. Management actions would range from
low intrusiveness (such as education and



signing) to highly restrictive (such as closures
or use limits).

Concurrent with such physical environmental
changes is visitors’ perception (often not
consciously recognized) that an area’s
aesthetic quality has been degraded.

Interim Carrying Capacities. T he preferred
altemative lays the framework for carrying
capacity and doesnot set limits. Until visitor
experience and resource indicators and stand-
ards were applied in the zones, physical
carrying capacities would serve as the interim
carrying capacities for the nonwilderness
portion ofthe park. Physical carrying capaci-
ties would be determined by how many ve-
hicles a specific parking lot could hold without
overflow onto the roads andthe capacity of
shuttles. In the Mount Rainier Wildemess the
limits of acceptable change monitoring would
continue to be conducted, andthe limits of
acceptable change standards, identified inthe
Wilderness Management Plan (1992c¢), would
continue to serve asthe interim carrying
capacities for the wilderness.

Indicators and Standards. In the next five
years the park staff would apply resource and
visitor indicators and standards in the zones.
Preliminary resource indicators have been
identified for all of the wilderness zones and
for the sensitive resource/recreation zone in the
nonwilderness portion of the park. These
resource indicators, which are described in
appendix D, include visual condition classes,
and aquatic, wildlife, soundscape, and night
sky indicators. However, the standards for the
resource indicators are still in development and
are not ready to be applied.

Monitoring. The park staff would institute a
monitoring program in selected sites in the
nonwilderness and in wilderness to determine
if resource and social conditions were
improving or deteriorating. [fthey were
deteriorating, the monitoring results would
alert managers as to whether or not conditions
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had degraded to an unacceptable level (i.e.,
violated standards).

Mount Rainier National Park would carry out
different levels of monitoring . In areas where
resource degradation was occurring or visitors
were affecting unique or sensitive areas, the
monitoring would be intensive. Other areas
might be monitored on atiered approach:
Immediate and annual monitoring might be
done on those areas that were close to or out of
standard (tier 1). Areasthat might be
approaching a standard or have other emerging
needs (but not aspressing as the first tier)
might be monitored every two or three years.
A thirdtier of areas that appeared to be in good
shape and were not experiencing rapid change
might be monitored on a less frequent
schedule, perhaps every five years.

Management Actions. If it became necessary
totake action because standards were being
approached or violated, the least intrusive or
restrictive method to ensure resource
protection and quality visitor experiences
would first be used. Then successive
management actions would be applied until
conditions were not violating the standards.
Techniques that might be used in this regard
include the following:

e ongoingvisitor education (e.g., providing
information through different media
regarding the sensitivity of resources, the
impacts visitors cause, the rationale for
permits, and outdoor ethics, encouraging
people to go to other less crowded or less
sensitive areas).

e site management (e.g., providing more
defined, well-markedtrails, revegetating
areas, installing vegetative barriers, closing
areas/facilities such astrails or campsites,
rerowting trails)

e deterrence and enforcement actions (e.g.,
posting signs, conducting volunteer or
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ranger patrols, enforcing sanctions or fines
for violations)

e rationing and allocation (e.g., requiring
permits for day-use visitors, reservations,
queuing, lotteries, charging fees for the use
of wilderness trails ortrailhead parking
areas)

e regulating use (e.g., limiting the number of
people, the location, or time of visits;
limiting activities; requiring guides for
hikes).

If it became necessary to set use limits in the
future, the potential effects of the action on
visitors and resources would be first carefully
analyzed, and opportunities would be provided
for public involvement i this decision.

Tasks for Establishing the Visitor
Experience and Resource Protection
Framework. Tasks required to establish the
visitor experience and resource protection
framework at Mount Rainier National Park
would include the following:

e setting resource and social indicators and
standards

e identifying, defining, and testing those
indicators and standards

o determininghow and where to monitor the
indicators

e determining which management actions
would be appropriate in various situations

Dynamic simulation models could be
developed both for specific sites and parkwide
to analyze what would happen if different
carrying capacities or management actions
were implemented. As necessary, additional
environmental analyses would be prepared, as
required under the National Environmental
Policy Act.
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The visitor experience and resource protection
framework initially would be applied in sev-
eral high priority areas that receive (or are
expectedto receive) high use levels and/or
have suffered resource and visitor experience
impacts. These areas include Paradise, Sunrise,
Carbon RiverMowich Lake, Chinook Pass/
Tipsoo Lake, andthe area adjacent tothe
Crystal Mountain ski area. Indicators and
standards would be developed for these areas,
and monitoring programs initiated, as soon as
possible. Management actions would be taken
to address visitor impacts occurring (or
expectedto occur) inthese areas.

Interpretation, Education,
Information, and O rientation

The preferred alternative would include
improved opportunities for interpretation,
education, information, and orientation. T he
revised information services program would
employ resources both within and outside of
the park.

Inside the Park. Existing visitor centers and
museums would be used to provide more in-
depth and focused interpretation, highlighting
topics relevant to the nearby setting. For
example, cultural history and river ecology
could be emphasized at Longmire, nformation
on volcanoes and geology might be presented
at Sunrise, and interpretation at Paradise might
focus on subalpine and alpine ecology.

In accordance withthe “Long-Range
Interpretive Plan,” a major rehabilitation or
replacement ofthe audiovisual programs and
exhibits would occur in visitor centers and
ranger stations within the park. Limited
interpretation (e.g., brochures, tapes, radio
transmissions) would be provided on shuttles
serving visitors.
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Outside the Park. During the summer season,
several new staffed visitor welcome centers
would be operated outside ofthe park. These
summer facilities would be located alongthe
major roads leading into the park, potentially
including State Routes 410, 165, and U.S.
Highway 12 south of State Route 123.

These welcome centers would provide pre-visit
information and orientation. One of their most
important functions would be to inform visi-
tors about which areas ofthe park had parking
spaces available and which areas were filled to
capacity. They could also be used to interpret
park themes, present topics that were regional
in scope, and provide information regarding
regional recreational opportunities.

Services provided at the welcome centers
might include permit issuance, fee collection,
trip planning, campground and lodging reser-
vations, tour and transportation information,
and comfort stations. In addition, existing
wilderness information functions could be
relocatedtothe new centers. Shuttle system
staging might also be provided.

The welcome centers along State Routes 410,
165, and U.S. Highway 12 would be located
within existing public or private facilities, if
possible. The National Park Service would
seek cooperative arrangements or partnerships
with other federal agencies such asthe U.S.
Forest Service, local communities, or other
entities to use existing facilities. If new facili-
ties were needed, environmental documents
would be prepared, consistent withthe
National Environmental Policy Act.

The welcome center along State Route 706
would likely be a new facility, built and oper-
ated in partnership with the local communities
of Ashford, Elbe, or other entities. This new
welcome center would provide services and
information similar tothe other welcome
centers, as well as a theater for presenting park
orientation films and other programs.
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Information Systems

In addition to the new welcome centers,the
National Park Service would use a variety of
systems to inform visitors on the diversity of
recreational opportunities withinthe park and
in the corridors leadingtothe park before they
arrived at the park. These systems can also
provide real-time information regarding park-
ing availability, traffic and weather conditions,
and visitor options. Such information would be
readily accessible, affordable, accurate, user-
friendly, and would be available prior to and
during travel. Amongthe information systems
that may be applied at Mount Rainier are:

e Interactive, electronic, Web-based kiosks
at the welcome centers in the road corridor
gateways leading to Mount Rainier, which
would provide information about
recreational opportunities, road, traffic and
weather conditions.

o A Web site that would provide the same
information asthe mnteractive electronic
kiosk.

e Variable or changeable message signs
alongthe corridor, which would provide
current information regarding road, traffic
and weather conditions. Specific locations
would need to be coordinated with
responsible agencies such asthe
Washingon State Department of
Transportation.

e Highway advisory radio, which would
provide information current information
regarding road, traffic and weather
conditions.

e New technologies such as improved
communications via satellite with hand
held or in-vehicle devices.
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Transportation in the Park

During periods of high visitation, a lack of
sufficient parking is a problem at several of
Mount Rainier National Park’s popular visitor
areas. Underthe preferred alternative a park
transportation plan would be developed in
coordination with regional road corridor and
transportation planning. The plan would
examine different options for improving
transportation in the park, including the use of
shuttles, carpooling, parking altematives (e.g.,
HOV parking), the use of incentives to encour-
age visitors not to drive (e.g., providing inter-
pretation services on shuttles, pricing),
marketing, and enforcement. The plan would
also examine the costs/benefits of the various
options. Partnerships with agencies and organi-
zations would be sought in implementing the
plan’s actions.

Public input also would be sought throughout
the development of this implementation plan.
In particular, user groups, gateway communi-
ties, the Washington Department of T ranspor-
tation, and other stakeholders would be
involved in developing the implementation
plan. An environmental document also would
be preparedto meet the requirements of the
National Environmental Policy Act.

The design and operation of a shuttle system
would be the primary focus of the transpor-
tation plan. Many benefits would result from
establishing a shuttle system. Shuttles would
help alleviate congestion in parking lots and
along access routes to popular sites andthus
help eliminate visitor frustration, reduce the
frequency with which parking areas fill up, and
provide visitors with an alternate method of
accessing popular areas. Employees and
residents would have an alternative to driving
their own vehicles along road corridors leading
to and within the park. Shuttles would give
bicyclists and hikers a meansto begin a trip at
one shuttle stop and end it at another shuttle
stop, without shuttling personal vehicles. In
addition, shuttle would reduce traffic
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congestion, decrease air and noise pollution,
improve access, simplify travel within the
park, make it easier to see park features, and
conserve energy. Shuttles would offer new
interpretive opportunities that would enhance
visitor enjoyment and protection of resources.
Shuttles could also be used to distribute visi-
tors more equitably throughout the park andto
reduce crowding by spacing outthe timing of
visits.

The visitor shuttles would be intended not only
to move visitors within the park, but also to
enable metropolitan-area residents to travelto
the park. Thus, the shuttles would be expected
to run beyondthe park boundaries. To achieve
this goal, the National Park Service would
coordinate the in-park shuttle system with
regional transportation authorities, county
governments, local communities, and business
owners. This would include working with the
park gateway communities to ensure that ade-
quate support facilities such as food services
and comfort stations would be available in
communities for visitors who accessedthe
park via public transit.

Shuttles would be phased in over time in the
park as need and user volume warranted, as
partners were able to participate, and as
funding allowed. Public/private strategies for
funding the shuttle system, including the
acquisition of shuttles, building shuttle stops,
and operating and maintaining the vehicles,
would be pursued. When the shuttle system is
initiated, the National Park Service would
optimize its operation, with continued input
from stakeholders.

In summer, the shuttles would operate from the
following locations:

Westside Road

Longmire

Paradise

White River campground/Sunrise
Mowich Lake

Carbon River



Alternative 2: Preferred Alternative

TABLE 3: SUMMARY OF SHUTTLE SERVICE BY ALTERNATIVE

Alternative 1: No-Action Alternative 3:
Alternative (Continue Alternative 2: Additional Visitor Use
Area Current Management) Preferred Alternative Opportunities
Westside No shuttles provided. Shuttleprovided in summer. No shuttles provided.
Road
Longmire Existing shuttles for park Same as alternative 1, plus visitor Same as alternative 2.
and concession employees  shuttles would stop here on theway
would continueoperating.  to Paradisein summer and winter
Paradise
Visitors Concessioner would Shuttles provided in summer and Same as alternative 2.
provide shuttles for winter, in cooperation with com-
climbing concession munities and regional authorities.
guests.
Employees Voluntary employee Most concession employees and NPS ~ Same as alternative 2.
shuttle continues. staffrequired to takeshuttles during
the peak use period
White River ~ No shuttles provided. Shuttleservice provided to the Lower level ofshuttle service
campground parking area adjacent to the camp- provided compared to alternative 2,
ground in summer peak season. targeting selected users
Sunrise No shuttles provided. Shuttles provided in summer; when Lower level ofshuttle service than in
parking lots full, shuttles would be altemative 2, intended for selected
the only access. group(s) ofusers.
Carbon No shuttles provided. Shuttles provided in summer until a Same as alternative 2.
River Road major washout ofthe road occuss.
Mowich No shuttles provided. Shuttles provided up tonew road No shuttles provided.
Lake terminus during summer peak use

period.

In winter, a shuttle would also take visitorsto
Longmire and Paradise.

Many details still need to be worked out
regarding the operation ofthe Mount Rainier
shuttles. These include the extent of service,
route origins and destinations, frequency of
trips, shuttle stop locations, where visitors
would park to catch the shuttles, thetype and
size of the shutles, who would operate the
shuttle system (concessioner or the National
Park Service), shuttle passenger fees, what
passengers could carry on, and where and how
interpretive services would be provided on the
shuttles. These details would be addressed in
the transportation plan. In addition, impacts
associated with operating the shuttle system
would be evaluated, such asthe environmental
impacts associated with the creation of shuttle
staging and parking areas.
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Himination of O verflow Parking

On sunny weekends and holidays during the
peak season,the parking areas at the most
popular visitor destinations frequently are
filled to overflowing. In particular, Paradise
and Sunrise often have overfull parking areas.
When the parking areas are filled, visitors
circle around waiting for a free space, park in
unofficial overflow areas (often along road
shoulders and sometimes more than a mile
distant), or leave. Concermns about the current
situation include the following.

e People get frustrated astheytryto find a
parking space. This detracts from the
quality of their experience at the park.
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e Overflow parking increases the chance of
accidents, especially between pedestrians
and motor vehicles.

e Resource damage occurs when people park
along road shoulders and crush the vegeta-
tion, either with car tires or by foot, or
when people create social trails (take
shortcuts) to reach their destinations.

e To improvethe quality of the visitor
experience and reduce resource impacts,
the preferred altemative would eliminate
all overflow parking. Parking would be
allowed in designated spaces at visitor
centers, trailheads, viewpoints, and other
visitor facilities. Overflow parking areas
where visitors have parked inthe past
would be blocked off and/or no-parking
signs would be posted. Parking also would
be prohibited in areas whenthere are
public health and safety ortraffic
congestion concems.

To mmimize its effects, the ban on overflow
parking would be implemented in phases and
would be coordinated with other actions.

e Limits would not be placed on parking
until the shuttle system was operational.
Coordination of these two actions would
ensure that an effective visitor transporta-
tion system would be available and that
visitors would have an altemate means of
accessing the park’s popular destinations.

e Before placing limits on parking, the
National Park Service would use media
outlets and its own education and informa-
tion resources to inform park users of the
change.

e Additional parking spaces would be
designated at some popular sites.

e Information on arcas where parking was
and was not available would be provided
to visitors beforethey reachedthe park and
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at the park entrances. The intent would be
to guide visitorsto locations where parking
was available.

Wilderness Management and Use

The Mount Rainier Wilderness would be
managed using the new zones described in this
plan. Both day and overnight use would be
managed through the application of resource
and visitor experience indicators and
standards. Untilthe new indicators and
standards were established, the existing
wilderness indicators would be monitored, and
existing standards would continue to be
followed. Ovemight users would continue to
be required to obtain permits.

A limited amount of parking would be avail-
able at each wilderness trailhead. Oncethis
limit was reached, no overflow parking would
be allowed. Trailhead parking limits would
reflect use capacities in related wilderness
zones. After the shuttles came into service,
visitors couldtakethe shuttles to many
trailheads.

Geologic Hazards

Mount Rainier poses considerable hazardsto
humans and facilities. In particular, Longmire
and the Cougar Rock and White River camp-
grounds are in areas where debris flows (the
primary geologic hazard in the park) have and
will continue to occur. An analysis of the
geologic hazards facingthe park was done
during this planning process (NPS 1997b).
Based on available information, it is not
possible to predict precisely when or where a
debris flow or other geologic event is likely to
occur in the park. Consequently, it is difficult
to predict the actual risk to people in the park.
Employeesthat live and work at Longmire are
exposed to more risk than employees just
working at Longmire, and visitors passing
through would have even less exposure.



Increased efforts would be made under the
preferred altemative to educate and inform
visitors and employees about the threat of

geologic hazards and what to do if a debris
flow or other event occurred. Such efforts

might include the following:

e providing additional information in
interpretive programs, including programs
on the proposed shuttles

e placing warning signs about possible
geologic hazards along roadways and in
high-risk areas throughout the park

e studying the possibility of building escape
trails/routes wherethey do not currently
exist

e developing literature jointly with the U.S.
Geological Survey (USGS) that would
notify visitors of possible risks andthe
best actionsto take in case of a geologic
event, and handing out or posting the
information on bulletin boards, at visitor
centers, and in public gathering areas
parkwide

e placing more detailed geologic hazard
information onthe USGS Cascade
Volcano Observatory’s Web site
(http:/~ulcan.wr.usgs.gov) and on the
park’s Web site
(http://www.nps.gov/mora)

e cooperating with the U.S. Geological
Survey and others in monitoring geologic
hazards in the park

Management of Pack Stock

Pack stock such ashorses, mules, and llamas
would be allowed only on the Pacific Crest
Trail and Laughingwater Creek Trail. A
staging area would be established in the
Ohanapecosh area so pack stock groups could
access the Laughingwatertrail. Allowing the

Alternative 2: Preferred Alternative

use of pack stock to continue on the Pacific
Crest Trail would provide consistency with the
management of this trail outside the park.
Although relatively few people use pack stock
in Mount Rainier National Park, this action
would be taken to reduce impacts on natural
resources that are associated with the use of
pack stock, including soil erosion andthe
spread of nonnative plants.

Management of Tour Buses

The preferred alternative would include the
management of bus tours as a means of
reducing congestion. T he following are some
actions that could be taken:

e Using bus parking spaces more efficiently,
which could include such measures as
offering price incentives during less busy
times or controlling the times or places of
entry andthe length of stops.

e Implementing new regulations, such as
allowing buses to stop only at certain
places and times, or allowing only certain
types and sizes of buses in the park.

e  Working with bus tour companies to
reduce the use of a single trail by large
visitor groups. For example, passengers
might be directed to specified trail entry
points, orthey could be split into smaller

groups.

e Encouragingtour bus companiesto bring
visitors into the park on weekdays, when
use levels are lower than on weekends.

e Encouragingtour companies to attract new
clientele and to offer different types of
tours, such as special-interest tours, family
tours, or half-day tours.

e Working with gateway communities and
regional tourist attractions to provide tour
bus service.
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e Educatingtour bus operators and guides
about park regulations.

Protection of Air Quality

The preferred alternative would include
measures to reduce air pollutant emission
sources within the park boundaries. These
could include the following actions:

e increasingpublic education about the
campfire smoke problem in the park

e establishing non-burn days in the park

e limiting campfiresto one in each camp-
ground loop or one centralized campfire

e banning campfires during inversions and
other adverse weather conditions

e continuing to remove wood-burning stoves
from employee residences

e requiring tour buses to turn off their
engines in parking lots

Preservation of Natural Soundscapes

Mount Rainier National Park offers both a
variety of natural sounds and a quietness not
found in most urban or suburban environ-
ments. Together, these two conditions provide
a special dimension to the park experience.
Natural sounds, which is the absence of
manmade noise, is an important element of the
feeling of solitude. The absence of manmade
noise also affords visitors an opportunity to
hear faint or very distant sounds such as
birdcalls or waterfalls. Such experiences
provide an important perspective on the
vastness ofthe environment in which the
visitor is located, often beyond the visual
boundaries determined by trees and terrain.

Existing noise policies would continue to be
enforced. The sounds of civilization would
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generally be confinedto developed areas such
as Longmire, Paradise, and Sunrise, andthe
road corridors that connect the developed
areas. If problems arose in the future because
of aircraft overflights or land-based noise
sources, the following actions would be taken
to help ensure that natural sounds would
predominate in Mount Rainier National Park.

o Thepark staff would work withthe appro-
priate Federal Aviation Administration
(FAA) regional office and flight standards
district office, air tour operators, commer-
cial businesses, and general aviation inter-
eststo encourage aircraft to fly outside the
park. This could be especially effective for
flights where the presence of the park was
incidental tothe purpose of the flight, such
as travel between two cities. Actions that
might be considered to encourage pilotsto
fly outside the park boundaries include
identifyingthe park on navigational charts
as a noise-sensitive area, educatingpilots
about the reasons for keeping a distance
from the park, and encouraging pilotsto
fly in a manner that minimizes noise, in
compliance with FAA regulations and
advisory circular (ie., AC91-36C).

e Iftour operators expressed interest in
operating air tours over Mount Rainier, the
park staff would work with tour operators
and all other interested partiesto develop
an air tour management plan. This
approach is required under the National
Parks Air Tour Management Act of 2000
(PL 106-181). The airtour management
plan would determine conditions under
which air tours could occur, such as desig-
nating specific routes, altitudes, andtime
of day restrictions, and would identify
particular areas where flights would
negatively affect park resources or the
maintenance of natural ambient sound-
scapes. No air tours would be permitted
overthe park until the air tour manage-
ment plan was complete.



e Park staff would work with bus tour
companies to reduce noise, which could
include turning off engines when buses
were parked.

e Visitors would be encouraged not to use
generators and other noisy equipment.

e Noise generated by NP S management
activities would be minimized by regu-
lating administrative functions, such as
aircraft use and motorized equipment.
Noise would be a consideration in the
procurement and use of equipment by the
park staff.

Trail System

The park’s trail system would remain largely
unchanged, although minor modifications or
additions would continue to occur. Trail main-
tenance would continue to be an important
element n minimizing visitor impacts in
subalpine and alpine meadows and other
sensitive areas.

Some minor modifications would be made to
nonwilderness trails to keep visitors on trails.
These could include defining trail edges,
installing barriers, or widening or narrowing
small sections of trails or landings. Nonstruc-
tural actions that could be taken to keep people
on nonwilderness trails m the Paradise,
Sunrise, and T ipsoo Lake areas could include
ranger patrols, visitor education, and fines for
going offthe trail. When large groups arrived,
the number of people entering a trail at one
time could be managed to reduce group sizes.

Winter Use

The National Park Service would work with
the state to plow the road up to the gate near
the park boundary at the Paul Peak trailhead
and to establish and maintain a sno-park at the
gate for skiers and snowshoers. This area
already has a parking area and a vault toilet.
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Therefore, implementing this portion of the
preferred altemative would only require
establishing an agreement withthe state. The
National Park Service also would work with
the state to improve the White River sno-park
at the park boundary.

Wi nter uses largely would be identical to those
ofthe no-action altemative (continue current
management). They would include the
following:

e Skiing, snowshoeing, and snowboarding
would be allowed throughout the park.

e The road from Nisqually to Paradise would
be plowed for personal vehicles. T he area
would be used for snow play, skiing,
snowshoeing, snowboarding, and winter
camping.

e Drive-in camping at Sunshine Point
campground would be available in winter.
Snow camping also would be allowed at
Paradise, provided there was at least 5 feet
of snow. Walk-in or ski-in camping would
be encouraged at Ohanapecosh and Cougar
Rock.

e A minimum snow depth of 2 feet would be
required for winter camping in the
wilderness area (this is only a
recommendation under the no-action
altemative). Permits would be required for
ovemight wilderness use.

e Supervised snow play would be allowed in
the groomed area at Paradise on weekends
and holidays, provided there was at least 5
feet of snow. Unsupervised snow play
would be allowed in this area on week-
days.

The National Park Service would continue to
take measures to reduce risks to park visitors
and employees from winter storms, ava-
lanches, and other winter hazards. T hese
actions would include the following;
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e posting weather forecasts to inform
visitors about current and anticipated
conditions

e conducting daily snow surveys to
determine hazardous conditions

e posting signs and other media alerting the
public to avalanche danger zones

e implementingperiodic roador trail
closures

e providing physical mitigation of avalanche
chute hazards

ACTIONS BY GEO GRAPHIC
AREA — SUMMER

Westside Road

Westside Road is subject to frequent washouts
along Tahoma Creek, where glacial outbursts
have repeatedly scoured out the roadbed, and
at the culvert at Fish Creek. Currently, private
vehicles are not allowed to cross the washout
section to the high ground beyond.

Under the preferred alternative visitors could
take shuttles, hike, or ride bicycles alongthe
road. Minor improvements would be made to
Westside Road so shuttles could use the road.
Pack stock use would not be allowed. Shuttles
would drive as far as Klapatche Point and
probably would operate from July through
September. This period could be extended
based on visitor use pattemns. Limited interpre-
tation would be provided on the shuttle.

If a washout occurred, visitors would be taken
across the damaged area after the waters

subsided, then they could catch another shuttle.

The National Park Service would accept the
stranding of the shuttle bus for several weeks
as a normal operational condition. If a large
stretch of the road was destroyed by flooding,
the future use of the road for shuttle service
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would be reexamined, and shuttle service
might be discontinued.

The road would be maintained in a manner
consistent with the National Historic
Landmark District.

Picnic sites would be added at T ahoma Vista,
Round Pass/Marine Memorial, and Klapatche
Point.

Longmire

The availability of parking would substantially
control the level of use of the Longmire area.
Signs would be used to eliminate overflow
parking by visitors. No new designated parking
would be provided. When parking lots were
full, people would not be able to stop.

Existing shuttles for park and concession em-
ployees would continue operating. Visitors
could take shuttles to Longmire, which would
stop on the way to Paradise. Existing visitor
and administrative facilities would be retained.
The former campground would continue to be
used for camping by park volunteers and
maintained as an important cultural landscape.
However, under this altemative a portion of
the campground would be reopenedto the
public for picnicking.

Ricksecker Point

The land inside the loop road would remain
largely undeveloped, except for the addition of
a limited number of picnic sites and associated
parking spaces. A vault or portable toilet also
would be added in a previously disturbed area.

Paradise

Under the preferred alternative, the number of
parking spaces (physical carrying capacity)
and the number of tour buses and shuttles
would determine how many people would be
able to visit Paradise. When the parking areas



were full, visitors in private vehicles would be
encouraged to visit other parts of the park or to
visit Paradise at less busy times, such as on
weekdays, evenings, or during the fall and
spring. Visitors still would have the option of
driving through the area whenthe parking lot
was full.

Visitor and Employee Access. Most visitors
could continue to drive their private vehicles to
Paradise. Visitors also would be able to take
shuttles to Paradise in summer and winter.
Most NP S and concession staff who work at
Paradise would be required to take shuttles
during the peak-use period. This action would
give visitors more opportunities to find parking
spaces.

The future shuttle service would be coordina-
ted with the elimination of overflow parkingto
reduce traffic congestion and ensure effective
visitor transportation within the park. The
system would be implemented with the
cooperation of businesses, local communities,
and regional authorities.

Traffic Circulation. To provide visitors with
better views of the mountain and enable them
to better appreciate the cultural resources of
the National Historic Landmark District, the
direction vehicles drive on the valley road
would be reversed on a trial basis. The western
half of the Paradise loop road would continue
to be open to two-way traffic. T hus, visitors
could enter the Paradise area fromthe east
alongthe valley road and exit to the west along
the westem half of the Paradise loop road. To
achievethis change, the park roads would be
modified to ensure visitor safety and smooth
traffic flows. This would include modifications
in the intersection along the Paradise Valley to
Stevens Canyon wye.

The results of thetrial period would be evalu-
ated from traffic flow, maintenance, safety,
and visitor experience perspectives to deter-
mine if this change should be made permanent.
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Parking. All overflow parking would be
prohibited inthe Paradise area. T his would
include eliminating overflow parking in the
following areas:

e alongtheParadise Valley Road from the
Paradise Innto and beyond the 4th
crossing

e alongthe existing main entry road from
the Paradise/Stevens Canyon wye to the
upper Paradise parking area

e within the picnic area

Until carrying capacity indicators and
standards were established, the number of
parking spaces, tour buses, and shuttles would
determine how many people would be able to
visit Paradise. Except for parking spaces
reserved for visitors with disabilities, parking
would be available on a first-come, first-served
basis. When the parking areas were full, visi-
tors in private vehicles would be redirected to
other parts ofthe park and encouraged to visit
Paradise at less busy times.

The parking area would be redesigned to make
more effective use of available space, improve
circulation, and provide shuttle drop-off areas.
The number of designated parking spaces in
the existing parking area footprint at Paradise
would remain at about 750 spaces. However,
the total number of parking spaces would
decline with the elimination of overflow park-
ing. This would be partially offset by requiring
employees, wilderness climbers, and wilder-
ness campers to use shuttles.

Management techniques could be adopted and
refined to manage the parking lots. These
could include gating the parking lots and pic-
nic area to ensure that visitors could always
drive through the Paradise area but could only
stop when parking spaces were available.

Visitor Center. A value analysis study
performed by the National Park Service in
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1996 (NPS 1996¢) found that the Henry M.
Jackson Memorial Visitor Center doesnot
meet current code requirements or NP S
guidelines for egress, accessibility, life and
safety, or fire protection. Rehabilitating the
building would be very costly. In addition, the
building space is inefficient, and large amounts
of energy are required to run a snow-melt
systemto reduce snow loads onthe roof. If the
snow-melt system were to fail, the structure
could collapse from snow loading.

Because of these limitations, the preferred
altemative would include removing the
existing visitor center and replacing it with a
smaller building. The structure would be sus-
tainable and architecturally compatible with
the National Historic Landmark District.
Concurrently, the Paradise area would be rede-
signed to improve access, circulation, and
parking.

The new facility would provide many of the
same visitor services asthe current building.
There also would be space for NP S and
concession support functions. Interpretation at
the newParadise visitor center would focus on
the Paradise area rather thanthe whole park.

The new visitor center would be located within
the already disturbed areas. There would be no
increase in disturbed ground or asphalt because
of this action. A separate site-specific environ-
mental document would be needed to analyze
in detail the consequences of building a new
visitor center and associated site improve-
ments.

Ohanape cosh

Existing visitor and administrative facilities
would be retained. Parking would be expanded
in this area within the existing footprint by
converting part of the camping and day-use
areato about 15 additional designated parking
spaces, consistent withthe cultural landscape.
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A staging area for pack stock groups also
would be established in the Ohanapecosh area.

White River

The availability of parking would influence the
level of use ofthe White River area. The num-
ber of parking spaces and the number of
shuttles would determine how many people
would be able to visit this area. Shuttle service
would be providedto the White River camp-
ground. Because no overflow parking would
be allowed, when the parking lot was full,
visitors would have the option of accessing the
area via the Sunrise shuttle or driving to other
areas.

A shuttle staging area for the Sunrise/White
River areas would be developed at a location
to be determined (see below).

Sunrise

Visitor Access. From July through September,
visitors could either take a shuttle to Sunrise or
drive their private vehicles and park at Sunrise
in designated spaces. Oncethe parking lot was
full, visitors would be required to take shuttles
to Sunrise or would be directed to other areas.

A staging area for the shuttles, consisting of a
parking area, restrooms, and waiting facility,
would be provided at a location to be deter-
mined. The National Park Service would work
with Washington’s State Department of
Transportation,the U.S. Forest Service, and
the Crystal Mountain ski area to find a suitable
staging site that would have a low impact on
the environment.

Parking. Until carrying capacity indicators
and standards were established, the number of
parking spaces, tour buses, and shuttles would
determine how many people would be able to
visit Sunrise. When the parking capacity at
Sunrise was exceeded, visitors couldtakethe
shuttle into the area, or would be directedto



other parts ofthe park and encouraged to drive
to Sunrise at less busy times, such ason
weekdays or during the fall.

Parking for tour buses and visitors with dis-
abilities would continue to be provided. The
number of designated parking spaces in the
main Sunrise parking area would be expanded
within the existing footprint (including gravel
areas), consistent with the cultural landscape.
The number of designated parking spaces for
private vehicles at Sunrise would increase
from 260 spaces to about 300 spaces. A
cultural landscape report would be preparedto
aid in the final design. However, because no
overflow parking would be allowed, the
overall number of parking spaces at Sunrise
would decrease.

Visitor and Administrative Facilities.
Additional picnic sites would be constructed at
Sunrise within the existing footprint to
accommodate more visitors. The approved
plan (Sunrise Development Concept Plan, NP S
1992b) to construct anew ranger station and
concession facility with concession employee
housing to replace Sunrise Lodge would be
implemented. Other existing facilities would
be retained.

Mowich

The number of parking spaces and the number
of shuttles and tour buses would determine
how many people would be able to visit
Mowich.

Visitor Access. Mowich Lake Road would be
closed to vehicle traffic approximately 0.5 mile
from the lake, except for administrative uses.
Visitors who wantedto visit the lake would
then walk from the new parking area to the
lake.

To offer an opportunity for more visitors to
come to Mowich, without exceeding the area’s
parking capacity, shuttle service for visitors
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would be provided alongthe entire road, up to
a new tumaround about 0.5 mile from the lake.
The road would not be paved.

Parking. The 50-space parking area at the lake
would be removed. T o replace this feature,
approximately 115 new, designated, parallel-
parking spaces would be provided alongthe
shoulders of Mowich Lake Road, running west
from the road’s new terminus. Some parking
spaces would be designated for recreational
vehicles and for visitors with disabilities. No
overflow parking would be permitted. A
turnaround at the new road terminus could be
used to drop off passengers and supplies.

The number and location of parking spaces
would be managed to meet the goals of pro-
tecting park resources and providing diverse
recreational opportunities. For example, some
spaces could be reservednear the road
terminus for visitors staying at the campground
and for wilderness campers with permits.

Camping and Picnicking. The camping area
would be reconfigured to provide designated
campsites inthe current footprint. New, fully
accessible vault toilets would be constructed to
replace the existingtoilet. Picnic sites would
be added to the Mowich Lake area, and new
picnic sites would be added near the Paul Peak
trailhead.

Carbon River

Carbon River Road is adjacent to the Carbon
River, and some segments of the road are
within the floodplain. In some areas, the road-
bed is lower than the level ofthe water. The
National Park Service hasrepeatedly imple-
mented expensive measures to protect the
roadbed, such as bermingthe riverbank,
diverting the flow, and repairing the roadbed.
The National Park Service cannot continue to
make major repairs to thisroadto ensure long-
term vehicular access without adversely
affectingriver resources.
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Visitor Access. The Carbon River road would
be kept open for personal vehicles as long as
possible. Although there would be no restric-
tions on vehicles, high-clearance vehicles
would be recommended. Shuttle service also
would be provided for visitors up to the Ipsut
Creek campground. A shuttle staging area
would be provided outside the park at a
location to be determined.

Private vehicles and shuttles would be permit-
ted on the road until a major washout occurred.
At that time, the road would be dedicated to
nonmotorized uses (hiking and biking). Until
that occurred, the availability of parking would
largely controlthe level of use of the area.
Administrative vehicles needed for preserva-
tion, maintenance, and emergencies would
continue to be permitted on the road. The
existing historic road corridor would be main-
tained in a manner consistent withthe National
Historic Landmark District designation. No
pack stock would be allowed on the road.

Parking. T he designated parking facilities in
the area would be maintamned, but no overflow
parking would be allowed.

Visitor and Administrative Facilities.
Camping would continue as it isnow until
there was a major washout of the road, at
which time the road would be closed to visitor
motorized vehicles. The Ipsut Creek camp-
ground would then be convertedto a walk-
in/bike-in camping area, consistent with the
National Historic Landmark District
designation.

With the approval of the proposed boundary
adjustment (as described below), additional
camping and picnic spaces would be provided
in the boundary adjustment area near the
Carbon River entrance.

In addition, new picnic sites would be added at
the exigtinghousing and maintenance area at
the Carbon River entrance. However, the
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picnic area at Falls Creek would be removed
due to its location in a washout area.

The acquisition of land as part of the proposed
boundary adjustment discussed below would
provide an opportunity to relocate nonhistoric
maintenance functions and employee housing
to an already disturbed site within the
boundary adjustment area. If 